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BOOK Κλ 


CHAPTER I. 


“Ἀκουχκντ. 


Wee hurve said that we must choose the mean, and that the mean ἐν that whéch 
the “right rearen' points out, But how is the *vight reason” determined? What 
smater it the right reason’? What is it that ‘the right reason’ has in ier in 
fixing on this point rather than om that ax ‘the mean’? The musician, for 
example, in tuning Ais instrument, must have some standard of tension before 
‘tr print. St is true that the strings must mot be too tight or 109 toose, but just 
the right tightwese. Again, it is true that the patient oust get just what a 
ahilfial physician would prescribe—neither more mor lers:—all this is trwe, but 
it ὧν πὸ definite exovgh, So ἐπ morals it is trme that we muit choose the wean 
sas the right reasen directs: Sut rot definite enough, We must know definitely 
swoket the right reasom is. that is, τοῖν, or in relation to what, it it right.” 

We have distingwitked the virtues of the xoul ar virtues of the moral character 
and virtues of the intellect, We have disenssed the moral wirtues: let as new 
sews the ἐπ ut fest a few words about the soul generally. We 
σας ser thet there are tae parts of the soul, the part which has resson, and 
‘the drracienal port. lev ler ws dévide she part which has reason inte (1) that 
Lert ἐγ cokith τῶν perceive mecasiary trwth, and (2) that by which we perceioe 
‘woalingent truth: for, δὲ the objects are generically distinct, there muzt be generi- 
cally distinct facultiss of te sovl materally corresponding to cach class of sbjects, 
dvarwledge ineplying a certein similarity aud kinship between facuity and object. 
Let ms call (1) the Scdentifc Fucuity, and (2) the Calculative Faculty, for to 
dediberate and to onteutate ἐν the same thing, and mo one deliberases about neces- 
sary truths, The bert state of rack of these faculties will be the * virtue? of each. 
We have to diteover, thom, what is the virtue of each, or the state which enables it 
Ἂν perform its proper fuwition, 


$§ 1-4.) Rassow (Forsch. pp. το, 20) points out that this book has 1198 b.18. 


two introductions, (1) éwei.. . Spor, §§ 1, 2, 3, and (2) τὸς 8... 

οὕτως, § 4. The motives of these two introductions seem, on first 

‘inspection at least, to differ. In §§ 1-3 we are told that the ideal 

or law of the perfect exercise τὰ reason must now be examined, 
‘vor. πὶ 
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1436», 18, because reason (as distinguished from fecling) is the faculty which 
perceives the exact point where, in a given case, the moral mean lies. 
‘The moral function of reason cannot, it would appear, be rightly un- 
derstood apart from the ideal or law which regulates its speculative 
function. The completion of the docirine of the moral mean thus 
seems to be presented by the writer of §§ 1-3 as the justification 
of a formal discussion of the dperof of the rational part of the soul, 
leading up to a definition of the ideal, or law, of the perfect exercise 
of reason, But in § 4 the discussion of the intellectual ἀρεταί is not 
introduced as for the sake of the right understanding of the moral 
ἀρεταῖ; the writer, having finished what he has to say about the 
moral ἀρεταί, simply passes on to the second coordinate part of his 
treatise—the discussion of the intellectual ἀρεταί, It is to be noted 
that the writer of the AZ Jf. does not seem to have had § 4 before 
him, He follows the writer of δῇ 1-3 in introducing the discussion 
of the intellectual ἀρεταί as necessary to complete the doctrine of 
moral virue; sec Af. Mi. 34. 1196 Ὁ. 4 ἐπειδὴ db 
εἴρητοι, καὶ rives εἰσὶν κοὶ ἐν τίσιν καὶ περὶ ποῖα, καὶ περὶ ἑκάστης αὐτῶν, dre 
εἰ πράττοιμεν mari τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον τὸ βίλτιστον, τὸ μὲν οὕτως εἰπεῖν, τὸ 
κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον πράττειν, ὅμοιόν ἐστιν ὥσπερ ἂν εἶ ve εἶποι ὅτι ὑγίεια 
ἄριστ᾽ ἂν γένοιτο, εἴ τις τὰ ἐγιεινὰ προσφέροιτοι τὸ δὴ τοιοῦτον ὀσαφέρ" 
ἀλλ᾽ ἐρεῖ μοι, τὰ ποῖα διασάφησόν ἔστιν ὑγιεινά, οὕτως κοὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ λόγου, 
τί ἐστιν ὁ λόγοι καὶ τίς ὁ ὀρθὸς λόγος; ἀναγκαῖον ἴσως ἐστὶν πρῶτον μέν, ἐν, 
ᾧ ὁ λόγος ἐγγίνετοι, ὑπὲρ τούτον διελέσθαι, διωρίσθη μὲν οὖν ὑπὲρ ψνχῆν 
be τύπῳ καὶ πρόνερον, ὅτι τὸ μὲν αὐτῇε ἐστὶ λόγον ἔχον, τὸ δὲ ἄλογον μόριον 
τῆν ψυχῆν' ἔστιν & εἰς δύο τὴν διαίρεσιν ἔχον τὸ λόγον ἔχον μόριον τῆς 
ὑνχῆν, ὧν ἔστε τὸ μὲν βυονλευτικὸν τὸ δὲ ἐσιστημονικόν wed. Further 
on, (Af, Mf. i. 34. 1197 Ὁ. 2895), we find him stating distinctly 
that his treatise is ὑπὲρ ἠθῶν, and defending, though not without 
some confusion of thought, or perhaps of language, the discussion 
of σοφία in such a treatise—dropioee δ᾽ ἄν τὰν καὶ Oovpdowe, διὰ τί 
ὑπὲρ dav λέγοντες καὶ πολιτικῆς τινὸς πραγματείας ὑπὲρ σοφίας λέγομεν. 
ὅτι ἴσως γε πρῶτον μὲν οὐδ᾽ ἀλλοτρία δόξειεν ἂν εἶναι ἡ σκέψις ἡ ὑπὲρ 
αὐτῆ, εἶπερ ἐστὶν ἀρετή, be φυμέν. ἔτι 8 ἴσων ἐστὶν φιλοσόφον καὶ περὶ 
τούτων παρεπισκυπεῖν ὅσω ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ τυγχάνουσιν ὄντα, καὶ ἀναγκαῖον δέ, 
ἐπεὶ περὶ τῶν ἐν ψνχῇ λέγομεν, περὶ ἁπάντων λέγειν' ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἡ σοφία 
ἐν ψυχῇ" ὥστε οὐκ ἀλλοτρίως ὑπὲρ... ψυχῇε ποιούμεθα τοὺς λόγους, 

It is not a profitable line of enquiry to ask which ‘introduction * 
is “Aristotelian,” and which ‘Eudemian.’ Thus much may be said, 
however, by way of bringing out the implication of each:—§ 4 
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seems fo assume that the Statesman’s Manual ought to cover the 1380.28. 


whole ground of human nature, the intellectual dperal being ae 
indispensable as the moral ἀρεταί to the noble life. The unity of 
the ἀρεταὶ in the σπουδαῖος having been assumed once for all, no 

explanation is offered of the special connexion of one ἀρετῇ with 
another, or of one set of ἀρεταί with another set: it ig thought to be 
‘enough to arrange them according to the popularly received psycho- 
logical divisions, and to describe them in order as they occur on 
the list: δὲ 1-3, on the other hand, instead of passing, like § 4, 
‘without comment from the description of the moral ἀρεταί to that of 
the intellectual dperai, come forward with a reason why the intel- 
Jectual ἀρεταὶ should be discussed at all:—they are to he discussed 
because the discussion of them is necessary to complete the doctrine 
ofthe moral mean. Whereas § 4 seems to present the moral and 
intellectual ἀρεταί as holding coordinate places in the treatise, δὲ 1-3 
give us a logical bridge by which we seem to pass from the main 
subject of the treatise—the moral dperai—to a subordinate part— 
the discussion of the intellectual dprrat—appended as necessary to 
the comprehension of the main subject. But if the true position of 
‘the writer of §§ 1-3 is to be estimated from Α΄. £. Θ. 3, (H. 15) 
£249 ἃ. 21-b. 25 (and it is safe, I think, from the striking similarity 
of language, to suppose that it is), he misrepresents himself, when 
he thus—apparently from a desire for logical connexion between 
the parts of his treatise—znéroduces reason as sf it were merely 
ancillary to moral virtue, It cannot be his real intention to put 
‘reason on any such footing. The σκοπός or ὅρος of the present 
passage, if identical with that of Z. Z, ©, 3. (tH. 15), will, afier all, be 
the law of the moral mean, only because it is the law or ideal of 
map's life, not as human and moral, but as godlike. Reason does 
pot exist (as becomes afterwards clear) to accommodate itself to the 
‘exigencies of the moral life, and to perform the function of blind- 
‘man’s leader to passion ; rather the moral life is for the sake of the 
life of divine speculation, as matter is for the sake of form, Reason 
must regulate passion, that man’s life may become δεκτικὸν τοῦ «Bove 
—teceptive of its true form, capable of the contemplation and 
service of God, I transcribe the whole passage Z. J, Θ, 3. (H. 25) 
1249 a. 21-b, 2g, a8 being essential to the right understanding of 


=. i vist §§ 1-3—dnel δ᾽ ἐστί τε ὅρος καὶ τῷ ἰατρῷ, πρὸς ὃν ἀναφέρων 


κρίνει τὸ ὑγμινὸν σώματι καὶ μὴ, καὶ πρὸς ὃν μέχρι ποσοῦ ποιητέον ἕτστον 
᾿ nal εὖ ὑγωῖνον, εἰ δὲ ἔλαττον ἡ πλίον, οὐκέτι" οὕτω κοὶ τῷ σπουδαίῳ περὶ 
Bt 
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19S ν. 18, τὰς πράξειε καὶ οἰρέσεις τῶν φύσει μὲν ἀγαθῶν οὐκ ἐπαινετῶν δὲ δεῖ τινὰ εἶναι 


ὅρον καὶ rie Tews κοὶ τῆε αἱρέσεως κοὶ [περὶ] φυγῆς (eal περὶ) χρημάτων 
πλήθους καὶ ὀλιγότητος καὶ τῶν εὐτυχημάτων, ἐν μὲν οὖν τοῖς πρότερον 
ἐλέχθη τὸ ὧν ὁ λόγου" τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶν ὥσπερ ἂν εἴ τιε ἐν τοῖς περὶ τὴν 
ἐροφὴν εἴνοιεν Se ἡ ἰατρικὴ καὶ ὁ λόγον ταύτηρ, τοῦτο δ' ἀληθὲς μέν, ob 
δ δὴ ὥσπερ καὶ ἐν τοῖν ἄλλοις πρὸε τὸ ἄρχον ζῆν, καὶ πρὸς τὴν 
ἕξιν cari τὴν ἐνέργειαν τὴν τοῦ ἄρχοντος, οἷον δοῦλον πρὸς δεσπότου καὶ 
ὅκαστον πρὸς τὴν deiorov καθήκουσαν dpxiv. ἐπεὶ δὲ καὶ ἄνθρωπος φύσει 
συνέστηκεν ἐξ ἄρχοντος καὶ ἀρχομένου, καὶ ἕκαστον ἂν δέοι πρὸε τὴν ἑαυτῶν 
ἀρχὴν ζῆν (αὕτη δὲ διττή" ἄλλως γὰρ ἢ ἰατρικὴ ἀρχὴ καὶ ἄλλως ἡ ὑγίεια" 
ταύτηε δὲ ἕνεκα ἐκοίνηγ. οὕτω δ᾽ ἔχει κατὰ τὸ θεωρητικόν. 6b γὰρ Cerrar 
τικῶρ ἄρχων ὁ θεύς, ἀλλ᾽ οὗ ἕνεκα ἡ φρόνησιν ἐπιτάττει (διττὸν δὲ τὸ οὗ 
ἕνεκα: διώρισται 8 ἐν ἄλλοις), ἐπεὶ κεῖνός ye οὐθενὸς δεῖται, ἥτις οὖν 
αἵρεσις καὶ κτῆσις τῶν φύσει ἀγαθῶν ποιήσει μάλιστα τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ θεωρίαν, 
ἢ σώμοτος ἢ χρημάτων ἣ φίλων ἢ τῶν ἄλλων ἀγαθῶν, αὕτη δρίστη, καὶ 
obros ὁ ὅρος κόλλιστοτ" ἥτις δ' ἢ δι᾽ ἔνδειαν ἢ δι᾽ ὑπερβολὴν κωλύει τὸν ϑεὸν 
θεραπεύειν καὶ θεωρεῖν, airy δὲ φαύλη. ἔχει δὲ τοῦτο τῇ ψνχῇ, καὶ οὗτον 
Tie ψυχῆν ὅρος ἄριστον, τὸ ἥκιστα αἰσθάνεσθαι τοῦ ἀλόγον μίρους τῆς 
ψυχῆε, ἡ τοιοῦτον. τίς μὲν οὖν Spor τῆς κυλοεἀγαθίας, καὶ vie ὁ σκοπὸς 
τῶν ὀπλῶς ἀγοθῶν, ἔστω εἰρημένον"... ΠῚ may venture to say so, 
Zeller hardly does justice to the place of the Sixth Book in the 
Ethics, from failing to connect the ὅρος or σκοπός of chap. i with 
that of £, 2. Θ. 3. (Hi. 15). He regards the Sixth Book as written 
merely to complete the doctrine of moral virtue by an account of 
dodmow—the other intellectual ἀρεταί being discussed only with the 
view of defining more accurately the sphere of φρόνησιν. His words 
are (Ph. der Gr. ti. 2, p. 648 third Ed.) ‘Alle ethische Massbestimn- 
mung, und mit ibr alle ethische Tugend, ist durch die Einsicht 
bedingt. Auch fir das Verstindniss der ethischen Tugend lisst 
sich daher die Frage nach dem Wesen der Einsicht nicht umgehen; 
und so beschiiftigt sich denn Aristoteles im sechsten Buch seiner 
Ethik mit demsclben,indem er es durch Vergleichung mitverwandten 
Eigenschaften erlautert und dic praktische Bedeutung der Einsicht 
@useinandersctzt.’ 


8.1. ἐπεὶ δὲ τυγχάνομεν πρότερον εἰρηκότες] of: Α΄. Hii. 5. 1229 ἃ. 
6-10, Κ΄. 2.2. Grant translates 6 ὀρδὸν λόγοε by ‘the right Jaw.’ 
It is important to remember that Adyus is at once the objective order, 
and the faculty in man which perceives it. When a man's passions 
are regulated, his nature is a λόγοι, or organism, of the balance of 
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which in all its parts he is delicately perceptive by means of his 1138 b.26. 


λόγος, or reason, Such a man will know at once where the mean 
Point lies in a given case, because his ‘moral consciousness '—his 
consciousness of the ‘right Jaw,’ or * just proportion,’ of his nature 
will tell him, as healthy feeling tells a man when he has eaten 
enough. Bot what makes the Adyor, or proportion, itself ὄρθόε, or 
fight? Tt is safe to answer—its end. What then is its end, ar, 
‘as the writer here expresses it, its σκοπόε or Spor? For the sake of 
what does human nature exist as an organism? Till we know this 
‘we cannot attach definite meaning to the phrase 5 ὀρθὸς λόγοε. 


ἔστι τις oxomss| Grant says—Emreives καὶ ἀνίησιν is a metaphor δ. 29. 


from tuning the string of a lyre. ΟἿ Plato, Lysis, p. 209 B καὶ 
dentin, ὡς ἐγῷμαι, τὴν λύραν λάβῃς, οὐ διακωλύουσί σε οὔθ᾽ ὁ πατὴρ οὔϑ' 
ἢ μέτηρ derreivat re «αἱ ἀνεῖναι ἣν ἂν βούλῃ τῶν χορδῶν «.«. ‘This meta- 
phor fs not quite in accordance with the other metaphor of ‘looking 
to the mark,’ but in fact the term σκοπός seems to have become so 
regular a formula with Eudemus as to have lost its metaphorical 
association. By Aristotle, σκοπός was used as a pure metaphor. . . 
But in the writing of Eudermus It seems used as a scientific term 
‘equivalent to rfhus: of. Eth, wd. ii. το. 20 [ivc. ii, 10. 1227 a. 6] 
ἐπεὶ δὲ βουλεύεται ἀεὶ ὁ βουλευόμενος ἕνεκά τένος, καὶ ἐστὶ σκοπός τις dei 
τῷ βεολευομένῳ πρὸν ὃν σκοπεῖ τὸ συμφέρον, περὶ μὲν τοῦ τέλους οὐϑεὶν 
Beohetera ... The similar use of spor by Eudemus is not found in 
Eth. Nie, bot appears borrowed from the mode of writing in the 
Polities of Aristotle” Grant's remark that ‘by Aristotle σκοπός was 
used a8 a pure metaphor’ is true, I think, only of two passages in 
the so-called Aristotelian books of the £. V.—viz. ii. 6. 14 ῥῥδιον paw 
τὸ ἀποτυχεῖν τοῦ σκοποῦ, and i, 2, 2 καθάπερ τοξύται σκοπὸν ἔχοντες. In 
the one other place in the word σκοπός occurs in these 
Books —iii, τα, 9 διὸ δεῖ τοῦ σώφρονος τὸ ἐπιθυμητικὸν συμφωνεῖν τῷ 
λόγφ᾽ σκυπὸς γὰρ ἀμφοῖν τὸ καλόν, it seems to be used in much the 
game way as in ZZ. ji, το. 139} 9.7 quoted by Grant, The same 
may be said of its use in Ried. i. 6. 1368 ἢ. 1 ἐπεὶ δὲ πρόκειται τῷ 
συμβουλεύοντι σκοπὸς τὸ συμφέρον, ϑυνλεύωνται δὲ οὐ περὶ τοῦ τέλους ἀλλὰ 
περὶ τῶν πρὸς τὸ ridor «ir, and of its wee in Pol, Δ. (H.) 13. 1331 Ὁ, 
26 devi δὲ δύο ἐστὶν ἐν ole γίνεται τὸ εὖ πᾶσι, τούτοιν δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἐν μὲν ἐν τῷ 
πὸν σκοπὸν κεῖσθαι καὶ τὸ τέλος τῶν πράξεων ὀρθῶς, ἐν δὲ τὰς πρὸρ τὸ 
‘rihor φεροῦσαν πράξειε εὑρίσκειν, Here surely we may borrow Grant's 
words about the Eudemian σκοπός, and say that dy Aristotle ‘crxomds 
‘is used as a scicntific term equivalent to réAoe'—although, when two 
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1138 b. 22. lines below he uses it again, he seems to remember its metaphorical 


character—éviore γὸρ 4 μὲν axombe ἔκκειται καλῶς, ἐν δὲ τῷ πρόττειν τοῦ 
τυχεῖν αὐτοῦ διαμαρτάνουσιν. But in 2, £.i, 2. 1214 b. 7 is it ποῖ 
also used metaphorically ?—imarra τὸν δυνώμενον ζῆν κατὰ τὴν abrod 
mpoalpens θύσθαι τινὰ σκοπὸν τοῦ καλῶε ζῆν, ἥτοι τιμὴν ἢ δόξαν ἢ πλοῦτον 
ἢ παιδείων πρὸς ὃν ἀποβλέπων ποιήσετωι micas τὰς πράξεις, There seems 
therefore to be nothing in Grant's view that ‘By Aristotle oxorée 
was used as ἃ pure metaphor . . . but in the writing of Eudemus it 
seems used as a scientific term equivalent to réAve.’ Both ‘Aris- 
totle’ and ‘Eudemus’ use it as a metaphor, and both use it as a 
scientific term equivalent to τέλου. As for ‘the similar use of ὅρον, 
by Eudemus’ it is true that it ‘is not found in the 2/4, Nic” But 
Grant admits that it occurs in the Politics. ‘The non-metaphorical 
use of σκοπός and ὅρον as ‘sclentific terms” in the Sixth Book of the 
Ethics seems to me to contribute nothing to the solution of the 
question of authorship. 


».35. ὁ ἃ, ἔστι δὲ τὸ μὲν εἰπεῖν οὕτως ἐληθὸς μέν, οὐϑὲν δὲ σαφέε] 


Fritzsche finds in these words a strong confirmation of his view 
that Eudemus is the author of this Book. He says—eadem sunt 
verba de re eadem Eud. δι 1249 ὃ. 6: nusquam in ΕἸ JV. est haee 
formula. An Aristotelem se ipsum tam graviter reprehendisse veri 
simile est? Contra eum, qui reprehendendi et conformandi emen- 
dandique locum sibi reperisse videretur, in repetenda hac formula 
sibi placuisse et credibile est εἰ similibus recentiorum philosophorum, 
qui, scholae philorophi certi addicti, quum quaedam principe scholae 
melivs sibi intelligere videntur, haec ut nauseam paene moveant 
identidem repetunt, exemplis possit illustrari, nisi odiosa sint exem~ 
pla.’ Grant also sees in the words the protest of the disciple 
against his master. He says—‘This same expression, with the 
same illustration of the medical art, is repeated Zvh, ud. vill, 3, 13 
[@ 3 (He 16). 1249. 6] ἐν μὲν τοῖς πρότερον ἐλέχθη vd ὧν ὁ λόγοι. 
τοῦτο δ' ἐστὶν ὥσπερ ἂν ef τις ἐν τοῖς περὶ τὴν τροφὴν εἴπειεν ὡς ἡ ἰατρικὴ 
καὶ ὁ λόγος ταύτην, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἀληθὸς μέν, οὐ opis 8... In the present 
place there is an apparent protest against the indefiniteness and re- 
lativity of Aristotle's moral theory of “the mean" and “the law.” 
Eudemus does not seem (according to the statement here) content 
to give greater explicitness to the idea of the ‘law’ by the develop- 
ment of the idea of the wise man who is its impersonation. But 
he asks (separating σκοπός and ὅρος from the λόγον), “ What is the 
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mark to which one possessing the law must look?” “ What is the 1196 b, 26. 


standard of the law?” In reality these questions get no answer. 
They only cloud the subject by introducing a confusion of formulae.’ 
But are the words ἀληθὲς μὲν οὐϑὲν δὲ σαφές too strong to be used by 
a writer speaking of himself? Surely not, if we may judge from 
An, Το, ἢ, 19. 100 & 14 (quoted by Ramsauer) ὁ δὲ ἐλέχϑη μὲν 
στάλα, οὐ σοφῶε δὲ δλέχθη, πάλιν εἴπωμεν, or from BN. i. 7.9 ἀλλ᾽ 
free τὸν μὲν εὐδαιμονίαν τὸ ἄριστον λέγειν ὁμολογούμενόν τι φαίνεται, 
πυδεῖγωι 8 ἐναργέστερον τί ἐστιν ἔτι λεχϑῆναι, Indeed in BZ. Θ. 3 
(H, 15) 1249 b. 3-6 (quoted by Fritzsche and Grant!) we find 
‘Budemus correcting himself in words identical with those in which 
Fritesche and Grant here sce the protest of the disciple against his 
‘master. 

‘Again, is Grant right when he says that the questions—* What 
is the mark to which one possessing the law must look ?’—* What 
is the standard of the law?’ get no answer? Surely they do at the 
end of the Δ΄, Α΄, where the ὄρος τῆν καλοκάγοθίαε is determined, and 
in the Tenth Book of the Z, JV. where the βίον θεωρητικός is discussed, 
Tt fs true however that in the Sixth Book itself we get no answer to 
them. The Sixth Book merely prepares us for the answer by 
completing the detailed account of the dperai of the σπουδαῖον, 
When the σπουδοῖοε has been once placed concretely before us in 
the fulness of his attribates, we shall then be in a position to 

the definition of his ὅρον or σκοπός Οὔ the ideal for 
which he lives. It may be that in the undisputed Nicomachears 
Books more value is attached to the living example of the σπουδαῖος 
than to a formal definition of his σκοπόν---ῶς we have it at the end 
‘of the Χ Δ᾽ (see nove on F. N. ii. 6. 15), but so far as a formal 
account of the ideal is given in the undisputed Nicomachean Books, 
‘it does not seem to differ from that given at the end of the Z, Α΄, 
In E.N-x the ideal is ἀφ' ὅσον éodizerat ἀθηνατίζειν oi mivea ποιεῖν πρὸς 
‘96 ζῆν mark τὸ κράτιστον τῶν ἐν αὑτῷ (2, N.x.7. 8), and the man who 
“ACIS Up to it is AropAdiraroe (x. 8. 1g); in Δ΄. #.@, (H.) the ideal is 
τὸν Geto δεραπεῦειν καὶ θεωρεῖν, This latter formula Is quite ‘Aris- 
fotelian’ in substance; and it matters little whether it owes its 
pieaseobgy to the master himself or to 2 disciple of the school, 


Ἐξ 8. Bb δεῖ... wig ὅρος Σ A moral rule—v.g, ‘Be moderate in Ὁ. 88, 


‘your pleasures ’—cannot be interpreted aright apart from a correct 
Δ Ifhe wrote Αι, W- vi, ax Fritssche and Grant bold, 
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3138 b, 32, view of the ideal or chief end of life. Asinterpreted by an Epicurean 


this rule would mean—‘Enjoy yourself as much as you can 
consietently with your own health and peace of mind. But this 
would be excess from the Aristotelian point of view; such enjoyment 
would hinder τὸ ζῆν κατὰ τὸ κράτιστον τῶν ἐν αὑτῷ, What the writer 
οἵ 45. NV. vii. 13. 4 says οἵ εὐτυχία ἴ8 here virtually said of μεσύτης, Viz. 
πρὸς τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν ὁ ὅρος airye—the mean point in everycase is fixed, 
where it is fixed, because the Chief Good is what it is. What then 
is it? The answer finally given is—The exercise of the Speculative 
Reason. But before this answer cun be given, the rational part of 
the soul, as a whole, must be examined, and especially the Practical 
Reason—¢péoie—both because it is that manifestation of Reason 
which is γνωριμώτερον ἡμῖν, and because it must have performed 
its function of rationalising the feelings and desires, before the 
Speculative Reason can engage, without impediment, in that 
activity of ϑεωρία which is the highest expression of man’s nature— 
te the final cause of his being. We have scen that the object of 
this speculative activity is ‘God,’ and that the man who engages in 
it Is ϑιοφιλέστατος. It may be said then that, in their answer to 
the question τούτου rir ὅροι, the Aristotclians maintain that the 
ultimate moral standard is given by the religious consciousness, 
The ὅρος τῶν μεσοτήτων given by φρόνησις, or the Practical Reason 
(fi ᾧ ἂν ὁ φρόνιμοε ὁρίσειεν E. N. ii, 6. 15, and eis ἡ κατὰ τὸν 
ὀρϑὰν λόγον, SpBbe 8 ὁ κατὰ τὴν φρόνησιν vi, τ. 4) is ποῖ the ultimate 
standard, because the position of φρόνησις in the hierarchy of 
faculties is that described in Α΄, Δ. vi. 13, 8—dAAa μὴν οὐδὲ κυρία, 
¥ ἰοτὶν ἡ φρόνησις τῆς σοφίαι οὐδὲ τοῦ βιλτίονον μορίου, ὥσπερ οὐδὲ 
vis ὑγιείας ἡ ἰστρικῆ᾽ οὗ γὰρ χρῆται αὐτῇ, GAN’ ὁρᾷ ὅπων γένηται" ἐκεύνης 
οὖν ἕνεκα ἐπυτόττει, ἀλλ᾽ οὖκ ἐκείνῃ, ἔτι ὅμοιον κἂν εἴ vig τὴν πολιτικὴν 
φαίη ἄρχειν τῶν θεῶν, ὅτε ἐπιτάττει περὶ πάντα τὰ ἐν τῇ πόλει: of. x. 
8. 1 δευτέρωι δ' ὁ κατὰ τὴν ἄλλην ἀρετήν cards 

This note may be brought to a close with a reference to a note 
of Fritsche on Z. £. ii, 5. 1222 Ὁ. 7-8, in which he maintains the 
view against which I have been arguing—that the ὡς ἄν 6 φρόνεμον 
ὁρίσει of the Ε΄. NV. was put forward as an ultimate standard *by 
Aristotle,’ and that it was left to Eudemus ‘to correct Aristotle,’ 
by showing that it is not ultimate, but dependent on the Spor τε 
χηλοκάγαδίαε ᾿ my contention being that ‘Aristotle’ (as we must 
conclude from the subordinate place which he assigns to the 
θικοὶ ἀρεταὶ al κατὰ τὴν φρόνησιν in Α΄. N, x, 8) does not regard the 
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ὧν dy ὁ φρόνιμος Spicer» as an ultimate standard, but as dependent 138.83. 


on a standard which is identical with the ‘Eudemian” Spor rie 
ahordya@lar—that, in short, there is no difference between the 
positions of ‘Aristotle’ and of ‘Eudemus’ with regard to the 
ultimate standard. Fritzsche’s note, which thus raises a very im- 
portant question respecting the dilference between ‘Aristotle’ and 
*Eudemus,’ will be found on p. 40 of his edition of the 2. 2. 


ἀληθῶς] Kb r Ald. Β'. »d.38. 
ξ 4. ἔφαμεν] BK ii, τ΄ 12200. 5, L. Ni. 13. 19. Ἅ180 8.1, 
$5. πρότερον] ΣΕ. τι. 4. r221b. 27, 2 Ni 13. ὁ. ad, 


ἄλογον After this word Spengel (Arti. Stud. p. a1t) supposes 5. 4. 


that ὧν ἤδη διώρισται τὸ ἄλογον, or words to such effect have fallen 
out; but the supposition is unnecessary, Τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον διοιρετέον 
relates 10 δύ᾽ εἶναι μέρη rie ψυχῆε, and the writer means that, as the 
ψυχή has two parts—rd λόγον ἔχον and τὸ ἄλογον, 50 τὸ λόγον ἔχον has 
also two parts, 


καὶ ὑποκείσθω δύο τὰ λόγον ἔχοντα] This division is not fo be 4, δ. 


confused with that indicated in 2. £. ii, 1. 1219 Ὁ. 28 ὑποκείσθω δύο 
μέρη ψυχῆς τὰ λόγου peréxovra, οὐ τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον μετέχειν ἄμφω, 
ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν τῷ ἐπιτάττειν, τὸ δὲ τῷ πείθεσθαι «οἱ ἀκούειν πεφυκέναι, and 
in B. Ni, 13, 19 διττὸν ἔσται καὶ τὸ λόγον ἔχον, τὸ μὲν κυρίως καὶ ἐν 
αὑτῷ, τὸ δ᾽ ὥσπερ τοῦ πατρὸς deoverusy τι. In these passages we have 
really the main division of the ψυχή into ἄλογον and λόγον ἔχον, and 
only apparently a subdivision of τὸ λύγον ἔχον, But in the passage 
before us (vi. 1. 5) the λόγον ὄχον κυρίωε καὶ ἐν αὑτῷ is itself sub~ 
divided into the faculty which apprehends things which are neces- 
‘sarily what they arc—rd μὴ ἐνδεχόμενα ἄλλως ἔχειν, and that which 
apprehends things which are contingently what they are—ra évdeyo~ 
μενα, For the distinction between τὸ μὴ ἐνδεχόμεναι ἄλλων ἔχειν {Ξε τὰ 
ἀΐδια, τὸ ἐξ ἀνάγκην ὁπλῶφ) and τὰ ἐνδεχόμενα ἄλλως ἔχειν (here Ξετὰ 
doe ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ), See notes on ili. 3. §§ 3-5, andi. 3. 4. This dis- 
nection, regarded by Aristotle as in things, is really in our way of 
looking at things. There is no contingency in things, but there is 
‘often failure on the part of organic beings to cope with the com- 

of the necessary Jaws which things obey, A ‘necessary 
‘truth’ so-called is one of which we become conscious by the way 
οἵ inmuition®, ‘Thus, the truth that the three angles of a triangle 


Ὁ CL Spinoza’s theory of Scientia intwitiva, Eth. tl. 40; Schol. 5. 


1139 α.0. 
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are equal to two right angles is apprehended by us as ‘necessary,” 
because we see that, in the diagram before us (which represents all 
that is essential to a triangle), they are plainly equal to two right 
angles: we assist at the operation of superposing them upon two 
adjacent angles, and see that they cover them. Again, the truth 
that a thing cannot be at once this and not this is apprehended by 
‘us as ‘necessary’ as soon as we look at an object and see plainly 
‘that it has a definite attribute—that a rose, κι. is red, and not also 
not-red. When, however, we pass from this region of direct 
intuition to that of forces so complicated in their interaction that it 
is impossible to calculate more than roughly what events will result, 
we are in the region of the so-called ‘contingent.’ The events 
which do result are indeed necessarily what they are—there is no 
“contingency” in them, as we should see if we could comprehend 
alt their causes; but this we either cannot do, or cannot wait to do; 
for in most cases we are called upon for present aci‘on in relation 
to these imperfectly understood future events, and are compelled to 
forecast them as we best can. Our attitude towards them is thus 
not ‘speculative,’ but essentially ‘practical.’ ‘The apprehension of 
“contingent truth’ is, in short, * correspondence with environment.” 
In apprehending this kind of truth, we prepare, as we best can, for 
ἃ future condition of the environment, which must always be more 
or Jess difficult to forecast; in apprehending ‘necessary truth” we 
see plainly something which is immediately present. ‘Contingent 
truth’ may then be described as that body of belief and expecta- 
tions upon which a being, whose life is ‘a correspondence extending 
in time'’ acts on the whole successfully. The Aristotelian God, 
whose life is a timeless intuitive function, perceives all things as 
‘necessary.’ In so far as man perceives * necessary truth,” he too 
is a‘ spectator’ of the universe, and lives a divine life; but, as con- 
crete human being, he,is no longer a ‘spectator,’ but an ‘actor’ 
engaged in a struggle—da γὰρ wort τὸ (Go»—and in this struggle 
his human life is guided by his perception of ‘contingent,’ or, as it 
may be called, ‘practical’ truth. 

In the foregoing remarks I have treated τὰ ἐνδεχόμενα ἄλλως ἔχειν 
as being here equivalent to τὰ de ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ. Technically τὰ ἀπὸ 
vixgs, 28 Well as τὰ ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ, fall under the head of τὰ ἐνδεχόμενα. 
ἄλλως ἔχιν, but are obviously not to be thought of here in a passage 


* See Spencer, διγελοί,, vol. be p. 320, 
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which distinguishes faculties of knowledge in relation to objects of 1139 ὁ. 0. 


knowledge. Τὸ ὀπὸ τύχην are not objects of knowledge. 


πρὸς yap... ὁπάρχει αὐτοῖς] The doctrine that to generically a. 8. 


distinct objects of knowledge must correspond generically distinct 
faculties is here based by the writer on the hypothesis that know- 
Jedge implies a ‘similarity,’ or ‘kinship’ between object and 
faculty. This hypothesis meets us in various forms in the history 
of Peychology. Sometimes it is the analogy of the reflection in a 
‘mirror (perhaps suggested by the fact that we see by images 
reflected in the eye), which seems to determine the form which the 
hypothesis takes. Knowledge in the mind is something in having 
which the mind becomes like the object which it knows, just as the 
‘mirror, in reflecting, becomes like the object which it reflects. 
Under this head may be brought those ancient theories identified 
‘with the names of Empedocles, Democritus, and Epicurus, accord- 
ing to which certain εἴδωλα, ἀπόρροιαι, ῥεύματα, images of themselves 
are thrown off by objects, and passing into the soul, become its 
Knowledge of the objects: and also the various modern theories 
of Representative Perception, which explain knowledge by means 
of ‘ideas’ To a closely related class belong the theories, both 
ancient and modern, of ‘impressions,’ ‘traces,’ and the like, in 
which the mirror analogy has been replaced by the allicd wax 
and seal analogy. Sometimes again the hypothesis yodoneeOu τῷ 
ἁμοίῳ τὸ ὅμοιον appears in a form determined by a desire actually 
ἴο tdewtify the faculties of the knowing mind with the objects 
known. Under this head come those theories which assert that 
the mind is itself made of the elements (στοιχεῖα), material or 
formal, which it perceives in objects: see de Am. i. 2. 404 Ὁ. τὸ 
χέγουσι τὴν ψνχὴν τὰν ἀρχάσ, οἱ μὲν wdeiove ποιοῦντεν ταύταν, οἱ δὲ μίαν 
ταύτην, ὥσπερ “Eunadordis μὲν de τῶν στοιχείων πάντων, εἶναι δὲ καὶ ἕκαστον 
Ὑνχὴν τούτων, λέγων οὕτωε 
γαίῃ μὲν γὰρ γαῖαν ὑπώπαμεν, ὕδατι δ᾽ ὕδωρ, 
alllipe δ᾽ αἰϑέρα δῖαν, ἀτὰρ πυρὶ πῦρ ὀΐδηλον, 
στοργῇ δὲ στοργῇν, νεῖκος δέ τε veieeT λυγρῷ, 
τὸν αἰτὸν δὲ τρόπον aol ὁ Πλάτων ἐν τῷ Τιμωίψ τὴν ψνχὴν ἐκ τῶν 
στοιχείων ποιεῖ" γινώσπεσθαι γὰρ τῷ ὁμοίῳ τὸ ὅμοιον, τὰ δὲ πράγματα ἐκ 
τῶν ἀρχῶν εἶναι. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐν role περὶ φιλοσοφίαε λεγομένοιε baw 
ρίσθη, αὐτὸ μὲν τὸ ζῷον ἐξ αὐτῆν τῆν τοῦ dvds ἰδέαν καὶ τοῦ πρώτου μήκους 
al wAdrove καὶ Bélove, τὸ δ' ἄλλα ὁμοιοτρόπων. ὅτι δὲ καὶ ἄλλωε, νοῦν 
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1130 α. 8. μὲν τὸ ἦν͵ ἐπιστήμην δὲ τὰ δύο" μοναχῶς γὰρ ἐφ᾽ ἔν" τὸν δὲ τοῦ ἐπιπέδου 


ἀριθμὸν δόξαν, αἴσθησιν δὲ τὸν τοῦ στερεοῦ. All such attempts to 
explain how mind and external objects can be brought into the 
contact of knowledge are idle. The gulf, which they would bridge 
by ‘images’ and the like does not exist. Knowing faculty and 
object known are not two separate entities. Each exists only as 
the correlate of the other in the organic whole of knowledge. 
We cannot go behind knowledge to find there something γνωρι- 
μῶτερον by means of which to explain it. What seems to be an 
explanation is invariably a metaphor, fitted only to conceal from 
us our true problem—the faithful description of the organic whole 
aa it is actually given. 

The view καθ᾽ ὁμοιόνητά τίνα καὶ οἰκειάτητα ἥ γνῶσις, adopted here 
without demur, is submitted to lengthy criticism in the dé An, and 
finally accepted only ina modified form. In dé Am. i. g the point 
first insisted upon is that it is not enough to make the ψυχή contain 
merely the four material στυιχεῖα which it perceives in external 
objects; it must also, if the view is to be consistently held, contain 
the manifold λόγοι, or συνθέσειε, in which these στοιχεῖα are combined 
in the objects: and this is regarded as a reductio ad absurdicm 
of the view in the crude form in which it is held by Empedocles + 
see de An, |. δ. 410.2. 7 οὐδὲν οὖν ἄφελοε ἐνεῖναι τὰ στοιχεῖα ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ, 
εἰ μὴ aad οἱ λόγον ἐνέσονται καὶ ᾧ σύνθεσιν᾽ γνωριοῖ γὰρ ἕκαστον τὸ ὅμοιον, 
τὸ δ΄ ὀστοῦν ἢ τὸν ἄνθρωπον οὐθέν, εἰ μὴ καὶ ταῦτ᾽ ἐνέσται, τοῦτο δ' ὅτι 
ἀδύνατον, οὐϑὲν δεῖ λέγειν" τίς γὰρ ἂν ἀπορήσειεν εἶ ἔνεστιν ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ λίθος, 
ἢ ἄνθρωπος ; ὁμοῖωε δὲ καὶ τὸ ἀγαϑὸν cal τὸ μὴ ἀγαθόν τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόσον 
καὶ περὶ τῶν ἄλλων, The more refined form of the view, according 
to which the mind contains not the material, but the formal στους 
xtia—#e, the categories which it perceives in things, ia next 
examined, and dismissed—for the mind cannot perceive these 
στοιχεῖα in things either in virtue of containing that which is 
common to them all (the categories having nothing in common, 
being ultimate γένη}; nor yet in virtue of containing οὐσία, ποιάν, 
ποσόν, and the rest, separately, inasmuch as it is itself οὐσία, and 
οὐσία cannot be built up out of elements which are not substantial, 
If, 4g. the mind " contains" ποσόν, or is Composed of wood, it must 
be ποσόν, Again ihe view is inconsistent with the fundamental 
truth that ‘like cannot δὲ affected by like '—a trath which is referred 
to in de Am. ii. 4. 10, 416 ἃ. 29 in connexion with nutrition (the 
parallel between nutrition and knowing is an interesting point in 
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the Aristotelian psychology), and insisted on generally in de Gen, ef 1189 = 8. 


Corr. i. 7. 323 Ὁ. 29 ἀλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ ob τὸ τυχὺν πέφυκε πάσχειν καὶ ποιεῖν, 
DN ὅσα ἢ ἐναντία ἐστὶν ἢ ἐναντίωσιν ἔχει, ἀνάγεη aod τὸ ποιοῦν καὶ τὸ 
πάσχον τῷ γίνει μὲν ὅμοιον εἶναι καὶ ταὐτό, τῷ 8° εἴδει ἀνόμοιον καὶ ἐναντίον. 
«τὰ, Inde An. ii δ the view is subjected to a second criticism, 
through which Aristotle passes to the statement of his own position. 
Ifa sense (τὸ αἰσθηνικόν) is Like that which it perceives, why does it 
mot then perceive iéeif? It does not, which shows that it is a 
potentiality of perceiving (which only becomes actual under the 
influence of the stimulus supplied by an external object), not, 
as the ὅμοιον ὁμοίῳ theory makes it, the /uny perce’ved—the actual 
earth,’ the actual "ποσόν" It may be compared to something 
combustible which does not actually burn till fire is applied to it. 
As the combustible is not fire, but becomes fiery, so the mind, 
unlike the object which affects or impresses it (for otherwise it 
could not be affected or impressed), when once affected or im- 
pressed, is like it: see de An. ii 5. 417 ἃ. 17 πάντα δὲ mdoxer καὶ 
κινεῖται ὑπὸ τοῦ ποιητικοῦ καὶ ἐνεργείᾳ Svror. διὸ ἔστι μὲν ὡς ὑπὸ τοῦ 
ὁμοίαν πάσχει, ἔστι δὲ ὧς ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀνομυίον͵ καθάπερ εἴπομεν" πάσχει μὲν 
SARE δύροου, τεκονδν, δ' ὅμοιόν ἐστιν... 418 ἃ, 4 πόσχει μὲν οὖν οὐχ 
ὅμοιον ὄν, πεπονθὺν δ' ὡμοίωτινι καὶ ἔστιν οἷον ἐκεῖνο, This then is the 
modified form in which the ὅμοιον ὁμοίῳ hypothesis is accepted in 
the dé Ae.—a form in which the influence of metaphor is as plain 
as in the cruder forms of the hypothesis, upon the criticism of 
which it is built. The Arisiotelian theory of sensation, in fact, 
siarts from the wax and scal metaphor: δὸς δέ An. ii. 1a. 424 ἃ. 
18 ἡ μὲν αἴσϑησιν ἐστὶ τὸ δεκτικὸν τῶν αἰσθητῶν εἰδὼν ἄνεν πῆς ὕλης, οἷον 
ὁ κηρὸε τοῦ δακτυλίου ἄνευ τοῦ σιδήρον καὶ τοῦ χρυσοῦ δέχεται τὸ σημεῖον. 
As wax cannot be impressed by ἃ soft substance like itself, but, 
being by that which is unlike itself, takes on the likeness 
‘of that which impresses it; so the mind takes on the likevess of 
the objects which it knows. Yet the metaphor, assuming, as it 
‘does, the separate existence of two entities brought into mechanical 
reltion to each other, does not bind Aristotle’s speculation, as 
‘similar metaphors scem to have bound the psychologists whom he 
‘criticises. The powerful instrument of thought which he wields in 
“his philosophical language, enables him to pass beyond his meta- 
phor, The employment of the distinction between δύναμιν and 
ἐνέργεια enables him to see that, after all, the two entities of the 
“metaphor are really two correlates—an apergu which he formulates 
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1230 8, 8, in de An, ili. 2. 425 Ὁ, 26 ἡ δὲ τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ ἐνέργεια καὶ τῆς αἰσθήσεων 


ἢ αὐτὴ μὲν ἔστε «αὶ pla, τὸ δ᾽ εἶναι οὗ ταὐτὸν αὐταῖδ' nvr. This is his 
Philosophical position; but on the whole he is satisfied with his 
metaphor, which, it must be admitted, takes account of the duality 
in knowledge, which some of those who insist upon its unity, are 
inclined to make too little of. 

Now to return to Z, Δ᾽. νἱ, 1,5. In what sense is the faculty which 
apprebends ' ὄντα which are necessarily what they are’ dite these ὄντε, 
and the faculty which apprehends ' ὄντα which are contingently what 
they are’ like these ὄντα δ The answer is that, on Aristotelian prin- 
ciples, the faculties in exercise are not merely like, but identical 
with the objects as perceived. The ὄντα, their objects, are in both 
cases relations, i.e. dha, whose ‘entity consists in their intelligibility” 
That éewpla, or the scientific faculty in exercise, is identical with the 
ϑιώρημα is a doctrine of the widest reach in the Aristotelian philo- 
sophy, and is often insisted upon: «.g. de Am. ili, 7. 4g1 a 2rd 
B οὐτό ἐστιν ἡ κατ' ἐνίργειαν ἐπιστήμη τῷ πράγματι: of. de An. iti 4. 
480 a. 4, ill, γ. 431 Ὁ. τό. But what is thus said of the scien 
tific faculty is true of all faculties. In active exercise they are 
all identical with their objects—for their true objects are εἴδη, 
constructions of their own activity, ‘relations which the mind sets 
up',’ whether {t be in sensation, in practical deliberation, or in 
Ocopia: see de Am iil, 8. 431 Ὁ, 21 ἡ ψνχὴ τὸ ὄντα mie ἐστιν" πάντα 
γὰρ ἢ αἰσθητὰ τὰ ὄντα ἢ νοητά, ἔστε 8 fy ἐπιστήμη μὲν τὰ ἐπιστητὰ πως, ἡ 
δ' αἴσθησις τὰ αἰσθητά" mas δὲ τοῦτο, δεῖ ζητεῖν, τέμνετοι οὖν ἡ ἐπιστήμη 
ἴσθησιν εἰς τὰ πράγματα, ἡ μὲν δυνάμει ile ϑυνάμειε, ἡ δ' ἐντελοχείᾳ 
ads ἐντελεχείαν τῆς δὲ ψυχῆς τὸ αἰσθητικὸν καὶ τὸ ἐπιστημονικὸν δυνάμει 
αὐτὰ dori, τὸ μὲν ἀπιστητὰν τὸ δὴ αἰσθητόν. ἀνάγεῃ δ᾽ ἃ αὐτὰ ἢ τὸ εἴδη 
εἶναι, αὑτὰ μὲν δὴ οὔ" οὐ γὰρ ὁ λίθος ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ, ἀλλὰ τὸ εἶδον ὥστε ἢ 
ψυχὴ ὥσπερ ἡ χείρ ἐστιν καὶ γὰρ ἡ χεὶρ ὄργανόν ἐστιν ὀργάνων, καὶ ὁ νοῦς 
εἶδος εἰδῶν «οἱ ἡ αἴσθησις εἶδος αἰσθητῶν, With the οὐ γὰρ ὁ λίθος ἐν 
τῇ Pox, ἀλλὰ τὸ εἶδος of this passage may be compared Green's 
remark (Prog. pp. 36, 37) that ‘as we pursue the analysis of the 
operations involved in the simplest perception of fact, we are unable 
to detect any residuary phenomenon amounting to a fact at all, that 
can be held to be given independently of a combining and relating 
activity, which if the antithesis between the work of the mind and 
the work of things be accepted must be ascribed to the former.’ 
Cf also Green’s Words, vol. ik. p. 179, § 18, 

ὁ Groen, Prolagaivig p 35: 
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‘The forecasting or calculating faculty in exercise will then be 199 a. δ. 
identical with ite object—the probability of the occurrence of the 
event about which the forecast is made. The probability is not 
ἃ quality belonging to the event; it is a quality attaching to the 
thought of a mind ready to venture upon a certain line of action’. 
Jus as the theorem is what the thinker plainly sees it to be, ἡ his 
thought, so the probability of the occurrence of a certain event Is 
the readiness to act in view of it displayed by the man whose 
interest it is to make as correct a forecast as possible. 

‘We thus have two distinct faculties of the ‘rational part’—that 
of plainly seeing the truth of the theorems (τὸ ἐξ ἀνάγκης vi. 3. 2), 
and that of wisely forecasting future occurrences (τὸ ἐσόμενον «αὶ 
ἐνδεχόμενον vi. 2. 6), each naturally related to its object in the way 
described, 

‘The writer of the Af. AY, gives a good commentary on the 
distinction between the two rational faculties. It will be observed 
that he does not trouble himself with the nal ὁμοιότητα ἡ γνῶσιν 
explanation of the distinction. AL i. 34, 1196 b. τῷ ἔστιν δ' ate 
Boo τὸν διαίρεσιν ἦχον τὸ λόγον ἔχον μόριον τῆς ψυχῆ, ὧν ἔστι τὸ μὲν 
βυυλεντιεὶν τὸ δ ἐπιστημονιεόν. ὅτι δὲ Frepa ἀλλήλων ἐστίν, ἐκ τῶν 
ὁποκτιμένων ἂν γένοιτο φανερόν, ὥσπερ γὰρ δὴ ἵὕτερά ἐστιν ἄλλῆλων 
eens re wah χυμὸς wal ψόφον καὶ Soph, Soutres καὶ τὰν αἰσθήσεις 
fripar αὐτῶν ἡ φύσις ἀπέδωκεν {ψόφον μὲν γὰρ ἀκοῇ, χυμὸν δὲ γεύσει 
γνωρίζομεν, χρῶμα δὲ ty), ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τἄλλα τὸν αὐτὸν τρύπαν δεῖ 
ὁπολαμιβάνειν, ἐπεὶ δὴ ὅτερα τὰ ὑποκείμενει ἐστίν, ὅτερα καὶ τὰ τῆς ψυχῆν 
εἶναι μέρη ole τοῦτα γνωρίζομεν. ἕνερον δ᾽ ἐστὶ τὸ νοητὸν καὶ τὸ αἰσθητόν 
ταῦτα δὲ ψυχῇ γνωρίζομεν ἕτερον ἄρ' ἂν εἴη τὸ μόριον τὸ περὶ τὰ αἰσθητὰ 
καὶ τὰ νοητά, τὸ δὲ βυυλευτιεὸν καὶ mpoaspersxdy περὶ τὸ αἰσθητὰ καὶ ἐν 
κινήσει eal ἁπλῶς ὅσα ἐν γενέσει τε καὶ φθορᾷ ἐστίν. βουλευόμεθα yap 
ὑπὲρ τούτων ἃ ἐῤ᾽ ὑμῖν ἐστιν κοὶ πρᾶξαι καὶ μὴ πρᾶξαι προελομένοις, περὶ A 
ἔστιν [eat] βουλὴ καὶ προοΐρεσιε τοὺ πρᾶξαι ἢ μὴ πρᾶξαι" ταῦτα δ᾽ ἐστιν 
αἰσθητὰ al ἐν κινῆστι τοῦ μεταβόλλειν' ὥστε τὸ προαιρετικὸν μόριον τῆς 
ὑγνχῆι κατὰ τὸν λόγον τῶν αἰσθητῶν ἐστίν, 

66. τὸ μὲν ἐπιστημονικὸν τὸ δὲ λογιστικόν] the ‘scientific’ faculty 6. 12. 
and the ‘calcuilative” faculty. I think that Grant is right when he 
Says that the terms ἐπιστημονικὸν and λογιστικόν ag they occur in de An. 
iii. 21 are mot opposed to each other, as they are here. In de An, 
fii. 1 Aristotle is discussing the psychology of animal motion, with 


Ὁ CF, Lotae, Lagi, p. 367 (Koglish translation), 
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impelling force τ man is not a necessary, because not a natural 1180 α. 29. 
agent’ Ic is plain that we have here a germ capable of growing, 
in a suitable soil, into the ‘Free Will Theory’ aa we find it in 
modern philosophy. It may therefore be worth while to call 
‘attention to the approach which later Aristotelianism made towards 
such a theory. In his treatise περὶ ψυχῆε B. 159 ὃ. 160 a. we 
find Alexander Aphrod. denying that dio and διδασκαλία are in 
any real sense the causes of our προαιρέσεις. If they were, our 
actions would be necessary. Only comlingent eclions are in our 
power, and contingent actions imply mpoaipeave ἀναίτιος. His words 
are {περὶ ψυχῆν Bp. 160, cd. Ald.) μόνον ψυχὴν λογικὴν ἔχει (ὁ 
ἄνθρωποι) μεθ᾽ ἣν βουλεύεσθαϊ τε καὶ ζητεῖν δύναται περὶ τῶν πρακτέων 
αὐτῷ" καὶ οὐ ποραπλήσιόν ἐστι τοῖς ὅλλοιε (ῴωιε, ἃ τῷ μὴ κοινωνεῖν τῇς 
τοιᾶσδε δυνάμεως ἄλογα καλοῦμεν, ταῖς προσπιπτούσαιν φαντασίαις ἑπόμενά 
τε καὶ συγτανατιθέμενα, vol ἀνεξοτόστωε ἕκαστον, ὧν πρόττει, ποιοῦντα. ὅ yap 
ἄνθρωπος μόνον τῶν ἄλλων (ῴων μετὰ τὴν προσπεσοῦσαν αὐτῷ φαντασίαν 
περί τοι ὧν πρακτέον, οἷόν τε ζητεῖν περὶ αὐτοῦ καὶ βουλεύεσθαι, dre 
χρὴ συγκατατίθεσθαι τῷ φανέντι, εἶτε καὶ μή. βουλενσόμενορ δὲ καὶ 
πρίναι, οὕτως ὁρμῇ καὶ ἐπὶ τὸ πράττειν ἢ μὴ πράττειν ὁπότερον καὶ 
ὁπότερον προύκρινεν ἐκ ris βουλῆς, ἄρχεται, διὰ τοῦτο καὶ μόνον τῶν (wr 
ἀκώτων ἐφ᾽ οἱτῷ τὸ πρόττειν ἔχει, ὅτι «οὶ τοῦ μὴ πράττειν τὸ αὐτὸ τοῦτο 
τὴν ἐξουσίαν ἔχει, «ς νος ἃ οὖν ἀναιτίως καὶ μὴ προῦπαρχούσηε αἰτὶ 
προυιρούμεϑα, ταῦτά ἐστι τὰ λεγόμενα ἐφ᾽ ἡμῖν" ὧν καὶ τὰ ἀντικείμενά 
ἔστι δυνατὰ διὰ τὸ τὴν αἰτίαν μὴ προκοτοβεβλῆσθαι' ἥτιε προυπάρχουσα, 
πάντως ἂν τοῦ γενίσθωι τοῦτο τὴν ἀνάγκην παρεῖχε. διὰ ταῦτα πολλάκι 
τινὸς cal πεφυκότεν ὁμοίωε καὶ ἐγ τοῖν αἱ ιν ἤγμένοι, διαφέροντες 


Tn this theory of προίρεσιε ἀναίτιος we tave pete the nearest 
in ancient philosophy to the modern doctrine of ‘Free 
Will’ Twill only add here that the germ of the opposite theary of 
“Necessitarianism ' is also contained in the Aristotelian view. The 
Aristotelian view, as presented in the AvAirz, however, seems to 
‘combine the truth of the ‘Free Will Theory,’ with that of ‘ Necessi- 
Yarianixm,’ without abstracting or exaggerating cither. Man is 
“a creature, yet a cause.’ λνθρωπορ ἀρχὴ πράξεων, and ἄνθρωπον 

xol ἥλιον are both true. 
§ τ Cf Δ. Ν. ἢ. δ, 34 τοῦ ἀνθρώπου sper} εἴη ἂν ἡ ἴξιε ἀφ᾽ ἦν was. 
«βα Gree Frc, pp 118, 113. 

T havo transposed these two pamsages to bring out the argument more 


VOL, Th © 


* 


— 
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1190 0.18, dyabds ἄνθρωπος γίνεται καὶ ἐφ᾽ fr εὖ τὸ δοντοῦ ἔργον ἀποδώσει, and Ε΄. Κ΄, 
ii, 1. 1218.97 ταῦτα δὴ ὑποκείσθω καὶ περὶ ἀρετῆς, ὅτε ἐστὶν ἢ βελτίστη 
διάθεσις ἢ Hie ἦ δύνομιε ἑκάστων, ὅσων ἐστί τις χρῆσις ἡ ἔργον. 


CHAPTER Il. 


Agcuaent, 


There are three principles in the soul which go to determine meeral action ard 
νμῖϑ -- sense, veavon, appetite, 

Now sense, ar such, cannot originate moral action: thur the brutes are ine 
ταραδίε of moral action. 

‘As for reason or wnulerstanding, and appetite it is to be noled that pursuit 
and arwidance in the sphere of appetite answer to affirmation and negation in 
the sphere of the understanding, Accordingly, rimce moral virtur ic a habit 
which involzer choice, and since choice ix deliberate appetite, the process of 
deliberation ooust he true, and the appetite must be right, if the choice is to Be 
goad, i.e. the understarnting must afirm, and the appetite must turane the γα 
things, Mere we hove the proctical wnderitanding and practical truth, The 
function af the uvderstansting in science \as distinguished from fle function in 
‘canduct and its function in art) is well performed whem truth ἐπ obtained, dally 
performed when falsity results, To attain truth ἐν indead the function of the 
tuniferstanding generally, but the special function of the understanding in vel 
tion to conduct—ke. of the practical understanding, is t0 attain truth whick 
is im harmony swith appetite rightly directed. 

Choice is the efickenst, but mot the finat cause, of moral action; white the 
efficient cavise of chejce itnelf is appetite and reasoning directed to a certain ends 
this chaice éuvwlves reasen and understanding, and a definite condition of the 
wveral marere, Understanding by ἐμεῦ supplier mo motive ; ἐγ ἐγ cvly whem 
mmderstanding hat a practiral end before it that it mover so action, the end ef 
the wnderstowding as employed ἔνι art being ineiusted under the practice) end. for 
rade we produce or make, anything, we Wo 10, wot far the were sabe of making 
the thincg, bast with a practical end in view, Wherefore choice is reasen wood 
by opfetite, or appetite divectet by understanding, and suck a principle ts man. 

The fast is wot an object of chotce; mo man ‘chooses* to have sacked Tray, for no 
man deliberates about the part, bul enly about the future and contingent. 

Truth theo is the object of both the intellectual parts, That covdition tohick 
makes cack best able ἐν attain truth will be the wirtwe, or excellence, of each. 


κατ $1. τρία δή ἐστιν... ὄρεξις] These words introduce a singularly 
confused passage, in which the Aristotelian doctrine of animal 
motion, a5 we find it in de Aw, fil, chapters 9, τὸ, ταν and de Mote 
Anim, is applied to the explanation of πρᾶξεε in particular. It will 
be well then to begin with a sketch of that doctrine, 
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The question asked in de An. iii. 9. 432 b. 13 is—What makes 1139 «27. 


an animal move its limbs?—sf τὸ κινοῦν τὸ (Gov τὴν κοτὸ τόπον. 
αἰνησιν; Ἡ κατὰ τόπον κίνησις is always accompanied by the idea of 
an object (φαντασία), or by an appetite (pegie) urging the animal 
to seek or shun an object. Hence ἡ ὀρεπτικὴ Sirapae cannot be the 
cause of this αίνησις, for plants have ἡ Operr. div. but not φαντασία, 
or Suge. Nor can τὸ αἰσθηνικόν be the cause of it; for many 
sentient animals do not move κατὰ τόπον, As for νοῦς being the 
‘eause of it—the ϑεωρητικὸν νοῦς cannot be the cause of it, for this 
does not contemplate ‘conduct’; it has nothing to say about 
‘things that are sought or things that are shunned—the objects 
which the man who moves κατὰ τύπον has before his mind: while 
the other kind of νοῦς, which does contemplate ‘conduct,’ and 
issues commands about shunning this or secking that—the πρακτικὸν 
votes cannot insure κινῆσειε in accordance with its commands; 
ἐπιϑυμία stops in, as in the case of the ἀκρατής, and produces a 
εἴνησιε contrary to that commanded by wis. And yet, on the other 
hand, we cannot cay that ὄρεξις or ἐπιθυμία is the sole determining 
canse (evpia) of ἡ κατὰ τόπον είνησιε, for the ἐγερατήε, although his 
teeter is strong, follows the dictates of his νοῦς, Thus it would 
appear that δοίη νοῦν (including φαντασέα) and dpefie are causes of 
ἥ εὐτὰ τόπον aimow. But as νοῦς, in this connexion, is ὅ freed rwor 
Ἀογεζένενος κὶ ὁ πρακτικός, and as the ὀρχή of the πρακτικὸς νοῦς, fe 
that which starts its deliberation, is τὸ ὀρεκτόν, we get ultimately one 
‘cause Of ἡ κατὰ τόπον είνησις, Viz. τὸ ὀρεκτόν which is ith ig 
and uses pois {{ 4. προαίρεσις, or βουλεντικὴ Speke) ani ) and! ἥκεις ae t 
ἐπιθυμία τουτοὰ by αἴσθησις OF φαντασία) as its insérumenis, That τὸ 
ὀρεετέν Is the prime movent is seen from The fact that νόησιν (the 
mere contemplation of truth) without ὄρεξιν docs not produce 
αἴνησιε, whereas ὄρεξιε (appetite) oflen produces «iow in spite of 
‘The dprerdy, ax prime movent of ἡ card τόπ. xiv, is “the 

good ’—cither that which is really good, or that which ἃ man thinks 
good, however, in the sphere of conduct {τὸ πρακτὸν 

ys), not the good in the sphere of speculation'—the good 
which is realised in the contingent sphere, not that which is realised 
in the necessary sphere: sce de Ax, iii. 10. 433.4. 27 ἀεὶ κινεῖ μὲν τὸ 
δρεκτόν, ἀλλὰ τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶν ἡ τὸ ἀγαθὸν ἢ τὸ φοινόμενον ἀγαθόν" οὐ πὰν δέ͵ 
τὰ Ts τοῦτ not be forgotten, howover, that it is an ὄρεκτόν that God, the object 


‘mass speculative facclty, moves the universe (and with it man's speculative 
past see Mel. Δ. τ. 


ες: 
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2298 0,17, ἀλλὰ τὸ πρακτὸν ἀγαθόν, πρωκτὸν δ᾽ ἐστὶ τὸ ἐνδεχόμενον καὶ ἄλλως ἔχειν: 


and de Molu Anim, 6, 100 Ὁ. 15 πάντα τὰ ζῷα καὶ κινεῖ καὶ κινεῖτοι ἕνεκά 
rwor, ὥστε τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν αὐτοῖς πάσης vie κινήσεως πέρας, τὸ οὔ ἕνεκα. 
ὁρῶμεν δὲ τὰ κινοῦντα τὸ {gov διάνοιαν καὶ φαντασίαν καὶ προαίρεσιν καὶ 
βούλησιν καὶ ἐπιθυμίαν, ταῦτα δὲ πᾶντα ἀνάγετοι εἶς νοῦν καὶ ὄρεξιν. καὶ 
γὰρ ἡ φαντασία καὶ ἡ αἴσθησιε τὴν αὐτὴν τῷ νῷ χώραν ἔχουσιν κριτικὰ γὰρ 
πάντα... βούλησις δὲ καὶ θυμὸς καὶ ἐπεθυμία πάντα ὄρεξιε, ἡ δὲ προαίρεσιε 
rowdy διανοίας καὶ ὀρέξεων" ὥστε κινεῖ πρῶτον τὸ ἀμεκτὸν καὶ τὸ διανοητόν" 
οὐ πᾶν δὲ τὸ διανοητόν, ἀλλὰ τὸ τῶν πρακτῶν τέλος... τὸ μὲν οὖν πρῶτον 
οὐ κινούμενον κινεῖ, ἡ δ᾽ ὄρεξις καὶ τὸ δρεκτικὺν κινούμενον κινᾶ, The 
ὁρεκτόν, a8 κινοῦν πρώτως moves, but is not moved {κινεῖ οὐ κινούμενον): 
the ὀρεκτικόν, ar appetitive faculty, is moved, and moves {κινούμενον 
κινεῖ): the animal is moved (nweira): or, to put it otherwise, the 
animal is moved by a movent which has two parts or elements 
—an unmoved part (ἀκίνητον de An. iii. 10. 433 ὃ. 15) tt. τὸ πρακτὸν 
ἀγαθόν, and a part which is moved, and moves {τὸ κινοῦν καὶ «wo 
μενον), viz. τὸ δρεκτικόν or appetitive faculty. Thus ἢ κίνησιε ἢ card 
τόπον depends on a mechanism which may be compared to a ball 
and socket joint (de Am. iii. 10, 433 Ὁ. 21, of de Motu Anim, 1, 698.2. 
14). Like the ball, épegie moves in the fixed socket of τὸ πρακτὸν 
ἀγαθόν, ax νοῦς (which is always ὀρθύε, see de An. ili. 10. 433 0. 26) 
presents the ἀγαθόν truly, or as φαντασία (which is καὶ ὀρθὴ end οὐκ 
ὀρθή, see de An. Ic.) presents it truly or falsely. Or, we may com- 
pare the Practical Syllogism (sec note on vil, 3. 9, a 28) to the ball 
and socket joint: ἡ καθόλον ὑπόληψιν καὶ λόγον is a fixed centre of 
control determining the sweep of the μεριεὴ δόξα: the pepe) δόξα is 
the efficient, but not the final, cause of the npigu—the occasion, but 
not the principle, of the act: ἤδη αὕτη «ινεῖ i δόξα, vlx ἡ eadidou, ἃ 
ἄμφω, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ μὲν ἠρεμοῦσα μᾶλλον, ἡ δ᾽ οὔ de An. ii. 11.434 ἃ. το. 
There can be no κίνησις without a fixed point d ἀῤῥωϊ-πρὸς τὸ 
ἠρεμοῦν Bei ἀπερείδεσθαι τὸ κινοῦν (de Molu Anim, 8. 702 ἃ. 26); no 
πρᾶξιε (ἡ γὰρ pager κίνησις) without a fixed principle of conduct —§ 
καθόλου δόξα ἡ ἠρεμοῦσα. In other words, animal motion (including 
moral action) implies a definitely constituted organism (or character) 
and a stimulus received by that organism (or character) from its 
environment, 

To return now to Κ᾽, JV, vi. 2. 1.—The difficulty is in τρία. In 
the de An. and de Motu Anim, τὰ κινοῦντα are ftv0—vode or διάνοια, 
(including αἴσϑησιε and φαντασία) and ὄρεξι. But even these two are 
κινοῦντα only in the sense of being émsérumenis of motion, The 
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ultimate cause—ri κύριον---ἶς τὸ ὀρεντόν, #4. τὸ πρακτὸν ἀγοθάν, 1130 8.37, 


the doctrine of de An. ili. 9, αἴσθησις, vote and ὅρεξιε 
not to be described a8 κύρια τῆς κατὰ τόπον κινήσεω»---- 

which, of course, πρᾶξιν is included, ἡ γὰρ πρᾶξιε εἰνησεε 
( Ζ τὰ 6, 1222 Ὁ. 29). But does the addition καὶ ἀληθείας in 
ee Tr indicates that the πρᾶξιν 


ἁπλῶν ἀγαθόν, instead of τὸ ἤδη ἠδύ (see de An. ili, 10. 433 b. 7), to 
the agent as his end; and that the appetitive part of his nature has 
‘accepted this vonrdy as δριατόν; further that duivow, the discursive 
faculty (see Bonitz, Af. p. 214), which attains ἀλήθεια in joining 
and separating thoughts a8 the corresponding things are actually 
τοὶ (see Ae, ©, 10. 1051 b. 3 ἀληθεύει μὲν ὁ τὸ 
διῳρημένον οἱόμενος διῃρῆσθαι καὶ τὸ σνγκείμενον συγκεῖσθαι, ἔψευσται δὲ ὁ 
ἀναντίως ἔχων ἢ τὰ πρόγματα: Met. Ἐ 4.1027 b. 20 τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἀληϑὲε τὴν 
᾿ κατάψοσιν ἐπὶ τῷ συγκειμένῳ ἔχει, τὴν δ᾽ ἀπόφασιν ἐπὶ τῷ διῃρημένῳ, τὸ δὲ 
ψεῦδος τούτου τοῦ μερισμοῦ τὴν ἀντίφασιν. εν. οὗ γάρ ἐστι τὸ ψεῦδος 
«εἰ τὸ ἀληθὴς ἐν τοῖς πράγμοσιν . . . ἀλλ᾽ ἐν διονοΐφ.. , ἡ συμπλοκῇ ἔστε 
διαίρεσις ἐν διανοίᾳ, ἀλλ᾽ abe ἐν τοῖς pashan and in selecting 
the suitable means to an end, has performed its work well—e. 
ἀληθῶς, in exact correspondence with the conditions of the virtuous 
life, and that τὸ δρεκτικόν has consented τὸ adopt the means suggested. 
γε λόγον ἀληθήᾳ ἐστι κοὶ ἡ ὄρεξιε ὀρθή (§ 2), and the result of 

his harmonious co-operation of reason and appetite ἐξ πρακτικὴ 
@Pidoo—tight action. ‘The addition καὶ ἀληϑείαν then indicates that 
re concerned here with the Aarmevious action of νοῦς ΟΥ̓ διάνοια, 
εἴσθησιε) and Spegw. Although each separately may be 

‘5 εινοῦν (just as engine-driver and steam may both be 

‘set the train in motion’), neither can be described as κύριον, 

Ge needs ὄρεξις, and often thwarts it, and both are themselves 

τὸ dpecrdv. But acting harmoniously together, they con- 


with the whole nature of the agent (cut ἡ τοιαύτη ἀρχὴ ἄνθρωπον 

In their harmonious action, manifesting itself in πὶ " 

ξ δ a8 νοῦν dpeerwede OF ὄρεξιν διανοητιεή), they are a single 

i ‘of motion, like the ball and the socket in the organic 
‘of the joint. 

ut still the difficulty remains that a coordinate place is assigned 
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2380 6. 17. 10 αἴσϑησιν, as one of shree elements jointly κύρια πράξεων καὶ ἀληθείας, 
The position here assigned to αἴσθησιν is certainly not that assigned 
to it in the de An. and de Mot, An., where only two κινοῦντα are 
recognised—rois and Spegue—alodyove being included in νοῦε; but it 
is not necessarily inconsistent with the doctrine of these treatises. 
Tt onght, I think, to be explained in connexion with the theory of 
the Practical Syllogism, the minor premiss of which is described in 
EN. vil. 3 8 δόξα αἰσθητοῦ, and a8 αἰσθητικὴ ἐπιστήμη, A right 
action is the conclusion of a syllogism in which the minor premiss— 
a stimulus of sense—is followed by that action which the moral 
rule, defined by the major premiss, requires in the circumstances. 
Indeed all πρᾶξις, wrong as well as right, involves such a ‘syllogism’ 
with major and minor premisses, Aiv@yos ΟΥ αἰσθητικὴ φαντωσία 
(for the latter see de An. ili, 11. 434 a 5) alone, as the lower 
animals have it, cannot initiate πρᾶξις, right or wrong:—Z. Δ, vi. 2.2 
τούτων δ' ἡ οἴσθησιε οὐδεμιᾶς ἀρχὴ πράξεων δῆλον δὲ τῷ τὰ θηρία αἴσϑησιν 
μὲν ἔχειν, πράξεων δὲ μὴ κοινωνεῖν : Κ΄. N. vii. 3, τα τὰ θημία οὐκ ἠερωτῆ, 
ὅτι ole ἔχει καθόλου ὑπόληψιν ἀλλὰ τῶν nad’ ἕκαστα φαντασίαν καὶ 
μνῆμην : of. MM. M. i, 14, 1487 Ὁ, 7, and Z, 5. ii, 6. xa22 Ὁ, 15. 
‘The lower animals, in Aristotle's view, act on no definite plan, 
of which they are themselves conscious, but as αἴσϑησις, αἰσθητικὴ 
φαντασίο, and ὄρεξνε momentarily determine ; whereas man’s αἴσθησιν 
with the ém@opia attending it (see de An. ik, 2. 413 b. 23 ὅπον piv 
εἴσθησνε, «al λύπη τε κοὶ dun}, ὅπου δὲ ταῦτα, ἐξ dvdyens eal ἐπιθυμία), 
moves, or ought to move, in a definite manner within the ‘fixed 
socket’ of rational principle. 

T would therefore explain the words πράξεως καὶ ἀληθείας, οἴσϑησις 
vee ὄρεξιν in the present passage as the formula of the Practical 
Syllogism read upwards thus—apigie (conclusion), δάξα αἰσθητοῦ 
(minor premiss), ὑπόληψις τοῦ νοητοῦ ὀρεκτοῦ Svros (major premiss). 
Jointly the premisses determine the conclusion. The minor alone 
could not determine it, for the minor alone would have no poind 
Wappui, nor could the major alone, ἠρεμεῖ γάρ, 


mM, ξ 3. ἔστι δ᾽ ὅπερ... φυγή] τὸ ὃν τὸ ὧε ἀληϑίν (and it is with 
ἀλήθεια the fpyor διανοίας that we are here concerned), é¢. ' ἐπε is 
true’ (for the various senses of 3 ὄν, sce Met. 4. 7, and @. 10) 
consists in affirmation (erigims) and negation (ἀπόφασις) in corre- 
spondence with fact>—Mes. Δι 1017 ἃ. 31 ἔτι τὸ εἶναι σημαίννε καὶ τὸ 
ἔστιν ὅτι ἀληθέε, τὸ δὲ μὴ εἶναι ὅτι οὐκ ἀληϑὲε ἀλλὰ ψεῦδοε, ὁμοίως ἐπὶ 
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καταφάσεων καὶ ἀποφάσεωε, οἷον ὅτι ἔστι Σωχράτης μουσικός, ὅτι ἀληθὲς 1180 0. 21. 


τοῦτο, ἢ ὅτι ἔστι Σωκράτης οὐ λευκός, ὅτι ἀληϑέε' τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν ἢ διάμετρον, 
σύμμετρον, ὅτι ψεῦδυε : ©. £0. 1051 Ὁ. τ ἐπεὶ .. τὸ κυριώτατα ὃν ἀληϑὲν 
ἢ ψεῦδος, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐπὶ τῶν πραγμάτων ἐστὶ τῷ συγκειῖσθωι ἢ διῃρῆσθαι, ὥστ᾽, 
ἀληθεύει μὲν ὁ τὸ διρρημένον οἰόμενοι διρρῆσθει aad τὸ συγκείμενον συγκεῖσθαι, 
ἔψενσται δὲ ὁ ἐναντίως ἔχων ἦ τὸ πράγματα, πότ᾽ ἔστιν ἢ οὐκ ἔστι τὸ ἀληθὶν 
λεγόμενον ἢ ψεῦδον; τοῦτο γὰρ σκεπτέον τί λέγομεν. οὗ γὰρ διὰ τὸ ἡμῶν 
οἴνσθαι ἀληθῶς σε λενεὸν εἶναι εἰ σὺ Aeveds, ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ σὲ οἶναι λευκὸν date 
οἱ φόντεν τοῦτο ὠληθεύομεν : De Lnlerp. τ, 16 ἃ. 12 περὶ γὰρ σύνθεσιν 
καὶ διαίρνσίν ἐστι τὸ ψεῦδοι τε καὶ τὸ ἀληϑέε τ Mel. Τ', 7.1082 0, 2 πᾶν τὸ 
διανοητὸν καὶ νοητὸν ἦ διάνοια ἢ κατάφησιν ἢ ἀπόφησιν τοῦτο δ' ἐξ ὁρισμοῦ 
δῆλον ὅταν ἀληϑεύρ ἢ ψεύδητοι. ὅτων μὲν ὧδὶ σννθῇ φᾶσα ἢ ἐπυφᾶσα, 
ἀληθεύει, ὅταν δὲ ὡδί, ψεύδεται τ De An, tik. 6, 430 2. 26 ἡ μὲν οὖν τῶν 
ἀδιαιρέτων νόησεν ἐν τούτοιν, περὶ ἃ οὐκ ἔστι τὸ ψεῦδον᾽ ἐν οἷν δὲ καὶ τὸ ψεῦδος 
καὶ τὸ ἀληθές, σύνθεσίε τις ἤδη νογμάτων ὥσπερ ἕν ὄντων - 4.4. united not 
a8 the successive ideas in a reverie, but because certain attributes 
really belong to certain things. Now, the faculty which thinks 
together those things which exist or occur together in the external 
world, and thinks apart those things which exist or occur apart— 
which, in other words, affirms and denies in accordance with objec 
tive conditions, and realises /ru¢i where it is possible to fall into 
Salsity (te. ‘tet’ a8 that is given in proposttions) is διάνοια : see Mer. 
EB. 4. 1027 ὃ, 25 οὐ γάρ ἐστι τὸ ψεῦδος aul τὸ dAndis ἐν τοῖς πράγμασιν, 
οἷον τὸ μὲν ἀγοδὸν ἀληθές, τὸ δὲ κακὸν εὐθὺς ψεῦδος, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν διανοίᾳ" περὶ δὲ 
χὰ ἀπλᾶ καὶ τὰ τί dora οὔδ' ἐν τῇ διανοίᾳ, διάνοια is the Understanding, 
‘or discursive intellect, as distinguished from »dr—Reason, or the 
‘intuitive intellect. The latter is concerned with εἴδη or notions 
(fer se, which are indivisible in the unity of their οὐσία---περὶ δὲ τὰ ἁπλᾶ 
καὶ τὰ τί στον οὐδ᾽ ἐν τῇ διανοίᾳ se, ἐστὶ τὸ ἀληθὲς καὶ τὸ ψεῦδος (soe 
Alex. at end of this note)—their ἀληθές, consists simply 
in their ‘clear intelligibility’ (rd δὲ ἀληθὲς τὸ νυεῖν αὐτά Mit, @, 10, 
4052 2. 1), and has no Ψεῦδον opposed to it: see Mer, Θ, 10, 1051 
Β. 24 τὸ μὲν διγεῖν καὶ φάναι ἀληθές (οὐ γὰρ ταὐτὸ κατάφασις eal φάσιε), 
τὸ δ' ἀγνοιῖν μὴ διγγόνειν᾽ ἀποταθῆναι γὰρ περὶ τὸ τί ἐστιν οὐκ ἔστε... 
τὸ δὲ ψεῦδος οὐκ ἔστιν, οὐδ᾽ ἀπότη, ἀλλ᾽ ἄγνοια (on which sce Alexander, 
Ῥ' δ1:, €d. Bonitz—émi μὲν οὖν τῶν ἁπλῶν ἢ Θεγγάνει ὁ voids αὐτῶν κοὶ 
καϑάπερ εἰσὶν ἄπτετοι τῆν φύσεων αὐτῶν καὶ ἁπλῇ ἐπιβολῇ ὥσπερ aah ἡ ὄψις 
τῶν χρωμάτων... ἢ οὐ θεγγάνεν, οὐδ᾽ οἷον ὁρᾷ αὐτά): of. alvo Themistius, 
περὶ ψυχῆς A. fol. γε Ὁ τὸ νοεῖν μὲν ὅταν τοὺς ἁπλοῦς ὅρους καταλαμβάνῃ, 
τὸ διανοεῖσθαι δὲ ἐν τῷ συντιθέναι τούτους καὶ διαιρεῖν... τὸ ψεῦδου ἐν τῷ 


ὑπὸ. 


2180. κ' 81, 


a 35. 
99, 


4.24. 
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συντιϑένοι τούτονε εοὶ διοιρεῖν καὶ τὸ GAyBés* καὶ νοεῖν μὲν οὐχ οἷάν re 
διανοεῖσθαι δὲ οἷόν re: see also Alex. on Mef. Γ᾿ 7. 1012 a. 1 (Alex. 
ed, Bonitz, p. 289, line 19)! This is undoubtedly the distinction 
(recognised by Schwegler, Met, vol. ili. p. 183, Trendelenburg, de 
‘An. p. 272, Bonitz, Me p. 214, Waits, Organon, vol, ji. p. 298), 
which the Aristotelians make between voir and διάνοια, when they do 
make any distinction ; but they often use the terms interchangeably. 
‘Thus in the chapter before us (E. NV. vi. 2), διάνοια in § 2 is 
obviously equivalent to νοῦς in § τ; and in § 5 προαίρεσις is defined 
ἃς ἢ ὀρουτικὺε νοῦς ἢ ὄρεξις διανοητική. Again, in de Ax. ill. 4. 429 a. 
23, we find νοῦς given as the faculty of διωνοιῖσθαι, and in An, Post, 
ii, 19. 100 Ὁ, δ διάνοια wiven as the genus under which νοῦν falls as 
a species. Again, in de An. ii, 2. 413 Ὁ, 12, the parts of the ψυχῇ 
are distinguished as θρεπτικόν, αἰσϑητικόν and διανοητικόν ; in ili, 4. 
429 ἃ. 30 23 νοητικόν, αἰσθητικόν and ὀρεπτικόν : in de An. iii, το. 
433 % 9 we read φαίνεται δὲ γε δύο ταῦτα κινοῦντα ἢ ὄρεξις ἢ νοῦς, and 
ἃ few lines below 433 ἃ. 17 δύω ταῦτα Φαίνεται τὰ εινυῦντα ὄρεξις «al 
διάνοια πρακτική. Lastly, Alexander in his commentary on δεῖ, 
#. 4, where the technical meaning of διάνοια as disewrsus seems 
clear, writes as if intellect in the general sense were intended (Alex. 
ed, Bonite, p. 484. 4}.-- οὐ μόνον δ᾽ ἐν τοῖς πράγμασιν οὐκ ἔστι τὸ dAndie 
καὶ τὸ ψεῦδοε ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἐν τοῖε Aedvie τοῖς ἐν τῇ διανοίᾳ, 

For φυγή and δίωξερ as elements of ἥ card τόπον κίνησις ἡ τῶν (gu, 
see de Am.iii. 9.432 Ὁ, 28 ἡ δὲ κίνησις ἢ φεύγοντάῳ τι ἢ διώκοντό τί ἐστι. 


ἕξις προαιρετική] E, Ei, 10. 1595} Ὁ. 8, EN. il, 6. 15. 
ὄρεξις Bovheuruxii] £.F. ti, 10, 1226b 27, LN. iii 3. το. 


τόν τε λόγον ἀληθῆ εἶναι καὶ τὴν ὄρεξιν ὀρθήν] ὄρεξιε Is ὀρθῇ when 
it socks (δίωξιν) what λόγον or διάνοια affirms {κατάφασιν 10 be good, 
and shuns (φυγή) what it denies (ὀπόφασιε) to be good :——when, to 
use the expression of Κ᾿, ΔΊ i. 13. 17, it ὁμοφωνεῖ τῷ λόγῳ: of BN. 
δ. 13. 18 τὸ δ' ἐπιθυμητικὸν καὶ ὅλων ὀρεκτικὸν μετέχει we [λόγου] ἧ κατή- 


* Cook Wilson (Tyons. Oxf: Phital. See. 1887-88, p. 6) remarks that ‘the 
Goctrine that single or simple notions are neither true nor false ix clearly stated 
in troatives whose genuinenem is doubted, vir. Le Jnt.c. αν Cat. 4, and Met. E. 
tosz b. 18." 1 understand Car. 4. 2 a. 8 to state that τὰ κατὰ μηδεμίαν. 
φυρπλοκὴν λεγόμενα are ‘neither true nor false" in the seuse in which “true” 
and ‘false’ are ied to Propositions; but Το do not think that this statement 
‘is inconsistent with (he doctrine that there Is an ἀληθές = τὸ 
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sede ἐστιν aired xa) πειδορχιεύν, The motive power in man, τὸ ὄρεαν 1190 0.24. 


σιαύν͵ left to itself, simply seeks present pleasure, and shuns present 
pain: but this is wrong. The motive power is used rightly, only 
when it is used to further that welfare of the whole life which reason 
comprehends: see de Av, il. το. 433 Ὁ. δ ἐπεὶ δ' ὀρέξεις γίνονται, 
ἐναντίαι ἀλλήλαις, τοῦτο δὲ συμβοίνει ὅτων ὁ λόγος καὶ ἡ ἐπιθυμία ἐναντίων, 
ὦσι, γίνετοι δ᾽ ἐν τοῖε χρόνου αἴσθησιν ἔχουσιν (6 μὲν γὰρ wie διὰ τὸ 
μίλλον ἀνθέλεειν κελεύει, ἡ δ᾽ ἐπιθυμία διὰ τὸ ἤδη" φαίνεται γὰρ τὸ ἤδη 
G80 καὶ ἀπλῶε ἡδὺ κυὶ ἐγοθὺν ἁπλῶι, διὰ τὸ μὴ ὁρῶν τὸ μέλλον), εἴδοε μὲν 
ἦν ἂν εἴη τὸ εινοῦν τὸ ὀρικτεκόν, ἡ ὀρεατιωόν, πρῶτον δὲ πάντων τὸ ὀρεκτὸν 
{τοῦτο γὰρ κινεῖ οὐ κινούμενον πῷ νοηϑῆνοι ἡ φαντασθῆναι), ἀριθμῷ δὲ πλείω 
τὰ κινοῦντα, By λύγου in Α΄ Ν. vi. 2. 2 we are to understand the 
συλλογιομόε or chain of deliberative reasoning leading up to the 
act of προαίρεσις: This λόγον is ἀληθής when the thoughts of 
which it consists are connected as facts require—when the means 
which will actually ensure the end are duly thought of in the 


proper order. 


§B. θεωρητικῆς,.. πρακτικῆς... ποιητικῆς} See Me. E. 1.1025 b. «, 97, 


26 πᾶσα διάνοια ἢ πρακτιεὴ ἢ ποιητεεὴ ἢ ϑεωρητική. 

διάνοια in the technical sense—the understanding, or faculty by 
which the steps to an end are reviewed in their érue order, ἡ, 4, in 
torrespondence with the actual conditions of the problem, operates 
in three fields, according as the end is the solution of a scientific 
problem, the attainment of a practical good, or the construction of 
ἃ work of art, Take the last—the field of τέχνη, The architect 
apprehends by wits the plan of his temple—an indivisible form 
(ἀδιαίρετον, ἁπλοῦν). This plan is with him in all the steps of hig 
work, It is a fixed principle (ἀκίνητον) from which his διάνοια may 
be said to dedwe these steps. The plan being assumed to be a 
realisable one, διάνοια ποιητική or ‘the faculty of thinking of the 
means by which a thing may be made,’ performs its function well 
when it devises a method of finding and employing materials which 
is frue—i.e, one in which the steps really suitable are duly thought 
of, In Geometry again the thinker starts with a definite problem 
to be solved, and his διάνοια θεωρητικὴ reviews the steps which lead 
to ἃ solution in the order determined by the conditions of the 
problem: see 2. NV. ili. 3. 11 ὁ γὰρ βουλευόμενον ἔοικε ζητεῖν «αὶ dva~ 
λύειν τὸν εἰρημένον τρόπον ὥσπερ διάγραμμα. But in the field of mpage 
‘we cannot, as in the fields of τέχνη and θεωρητικὴ ἐπιστήμη, start with 


= 
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1439 a. 27. ἃ definite plan or problem. We have no clear-cut notion of Life 


(τὸ εὖ ζῆν) before we begin to deal dianoctically with the emergencies 
of fife, It is only afier we have spent much time in dealing with 
them, that we see τὸ εὖ (jv as νοητόν and καλόν. We do not know 
what the problem of Life is till we have in part solved it, This is 
perhaps ἃ reason for not insisting much on the technical distinction 
between νοῦς and διάνοια in this field. 

τοῦτο γάρ ἐστι παντὸς διανοητικοῦ ἔργον] See passages quoted 
above in note on ἔστι δ᾽ ὅπορ κιτιλ,, § 2, ἃ. 21. 

τοῦ δὲ πρακτικοῦ καὶ διανοητικοῦ] = τῆς δὲ πρακτικῆς διανοίας, Tt 
function is the attainment of ἀλήθνια ὁμολόγωε ἤχουσα τῇ ὀρέξει τῇ 
ὄρθῃ, That ὄρεξιο is ὀρθὴ which obeys the dictates of the πραετικῆ 
διάνοια, and the dictates of the mparrucd διάνοια are such as ὄρεξις can 
obey—r.¢, they are concerning τὸ φευκτὸν καὶ διωκτόν, 


a.o1, ξ 4. This section, § 5, and § 6 down to πεπραγμένα Ramsauer marks 


as probably aliunde hue transtata. At any rate, whether a digression 
due to the writer himself, or an interpolated fragment, the passage 
‘seems to him to be out of place here. I cannot share this view. The 
passage, culminating as it does in διὸ ἢ ὀρεκτικὸν vote ἦ προαίρεσιε ἢ 
ὄρεξις διανοητικὴ (§ 5), seems to me to be fully justified by the con- 
tribution which it makes to the writer's object—the explanation of 
διάνοια πρακτική as κυρία wpdgews καὶ ἀληδείαι. Much less can I follow 
Susemihl who brackets § 4, § 5 from διό, and § 6 down to wempay- 
μένα, and thus brings διάνοια δ΄ αὐτὴ οὐθὲν κινεῖ at the beginning of 
ὁ δ into immediate connexion with the end of § 3. It seems (o me 
that § 4, dealing as it docs with πρακτεκὴ διάνοια as a source of κίνησιν, 
is naturally followed by διάνοια δ᾽ αὐτὴ οὐθὲν κινεῖ. 

πράξεως μὲν ody... ἕνεκά τινος} προυέρεσις is the efficient cause 
(ἀρχὴ ὅδον ἡ κίνησιε), but ποῖ the final cause (ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ οὗ Trees) of 
πρᾶξις: of. de An, ili. 10. 433 ἃ, 13 ἄμφω Opa ταῦτα κινητικὰ κατὰ 
τόπον, rove «αἱ ὄρεξιε, νοῦα δὲ ὁ δνεκά τον λογιζόμενος καὶ ὁ πραεγιαύφ᾽ 
διαφέρει δὲ τοῦ θεωρητικοῦ τῷ τέλει. eal ἢ ὄρεξις toad τον πᾶσα" οὗ γὰρ 
ἡ ὄρεξιε, αὕτη ἀρχὴ τοῦ πρακτικοῦ νοῦ" τὸ δ' ἔσχατον ἀρχὴ τὴς πράξεως. 
ὥστε εὐλόγων τοῦτα δύο φαίνεται τὸ κινοῦντα, ὄρεξις καὶ διάνοια πρακτική" 
τὸ ὁμεκτὸν γὸρ κινεῖ, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἢ διάνοια, κινεῖ͵ ὅτι ἀρχὴ αὐγῆς ἐστὶ τὸ 
δρεκτόν, The final cause of πρᾶξις is τὸ ὀριατόν which is τὸ πρακτὸν 
ἀγοθὸν (de An. iii. τὸ, 433 ἃ. 29) OF εὐπροξία (BV, vic ἃ, 5). Us 
efficient cause is the ‘last appetite’ in the deliberation started by 
the final cause—z, ¢. its efficient cause is the ὄρεξις which translates 
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into act the idea of something now to be done to which βούλευσιν 1190 α, 31. 


bas conducted the agent: see de Aw. ili, 10, 4332. τό τὸ δ΄ ἔσχατον 
ἀρχὴ τῆς πράξεως, and £. A. iti. 3. τ καὶ τὸ ἔσχατον ἐν τῇ ἀναλύσει 
ard. The προαίρεσις or deliberate ὄρεξιε of an act then is the 
efficient cause of the act; while the efficient cause of the deliberate 
ὄρεξις itself is the deliberation started by that final dpeerds for the 
sake of which the act is performed—mpoaspivens δὲ ὄρεξις καὶ λόγον 6 
Gweed τινος, Briefly, the good moves the ὄροξιε διανοητικῇ, and the 
ὄρτξις διανσητικῇ moves the agent: see de An, ili, 10. 433 Ὁ. 14 τὸ δὲ 
maveiv διττάν͵ τὸ μὲν delmrov, τὸ δὲ κινοῦν καὶ κινούμενον ἔστι δὲ τὸ μὲν 
ἀκίνητον τὸ προκτὸν ἀγαθόν, τὸ δὲ κινοῦν καὶ κινούμενον τὸ ὄρεκτικάν 
fascira γὸρ τὸ ὀρεγόμενον ἧ ὀρέγεται, καὶ ἢ ὄρεξιν κἰνησίε ris ἐστ ἧ 
ἀν ργοια), τὸ δὲ κινούμενον τὸ ζῴων. 

"The caveat conveyed by the words ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ οὗ ἕνεκα ig not τὸ be 
overlooked. Upoaiprews is only the instrument, not the ratron εἴγε, 
of mpafs. An act is good, not because it gives a certain faculty 
assumed to be ‘authoritative,’ or a certain motive classed as ‘high,’ 
fim opportunity of manifesting itscl!, but because it contributes to 
the realisation of an objective good. Right and wrong do not 
depend on an ‘arbitrary make of faculties,” but are qualities ‘in 
things.’ Προαίρεσις is distinguished from the ἐπιθυμία which is con- 
trary to it, not by its ‘good intentions’ or any other such subjective 
quality, but by its rationality; and its rationality means its corre< 

with objective law, But the acts of the dxparie (who is 

E.N. vii. 4. 4) are produced by an dey —the 

ἐπιθυμία of the moment—which is at once their efficient and thelr 
final cause. They are done not for the sake of objective good, 
but for the sake of the gratification of the subjective feeling which 
immediately excites them. It is only in man, however, Uhat such a 
‘iolation of nature is possible, In the irrational animals (which 
are incapable of depooia, Z, NV. vii. 3. 11) ὄρεξις is always primarily 
for the sake of odjecés and only incidentally for the sake of its own 
gratification, When the irrational animals seem to follow present 
pleasure they are really striving after τὸ ἀεὶ καὶ τὸ θεῖον. Thus 
προαίρεσις or ὄρεξις διανοητικὴ only conforms to the law of all healthy 
ὄρεξιν in producing acts which look beyond the gratification of 
subjective feeling to correspondence with environment. Builer's 
contention against Hobbes—that, as food, not self (/.¢, pleasure), is 
the object of the appetite of hunger, so our neighbour, not self, is 
the object of benevolence, is based on the recognition of this law 


"---Φ..- 


28 BOOK VI: CHAP. 5: ἃ 4. 


1130 a, 31. of life often strangely ignored by moralists—antihedonistic as well 
as hedonistic, perhaps more often and more thoroughly by the 
former than by the latter. 

In his note on προαιρέσεως δὲ Speer xol λόγον & ἕνεκά rwos, Eustra- 
αἴας is puzzled by Aristotle's inconsistency [πὶ first making ὄρεξις the 
γίνος of προαίρεσιε, defined as Θουλευτεκὴ (differentia) Spebie (genus)— 
fe. its material cause, and then here its efficient cause. 

2.33, διὸ οὔτ᾽ ἄνευ νοῦ καὶ διανοίας οὔτ᾽ ἄνευ ἠθικῆς ἐστὶν ἕξεως ἡ προαΐ- 
ρεσις} Here νοῦ καὶ διανοίας take up λόγος in the immediately preceding 
clause, and ἡδιεῆν feos takes up ὄρεξιν, ‘The ὄρεξιν involved in 
προαίρεσις, as distinguished from that involved in mere ἐπιδυμία, is a 
steadily operating appetite, proceeding from and declaring the 
ἠθικὴ Eee Or ἦϑος of its subject ;—see £. NV. ili. 2,1 οἰκειότατον γὰρ εἶναι. 
δοκεῖ ἢ mpoalperwe τῇ ἀρετῇ καὶ μᾶλλον τὸ ἤϑη xplvaw τῶν πρόξεων. 
According as the ἠθικὴ er or ἦθος is good or bad, so is the end of 
ἡ δρεξιν--- LE. Ni iii, 5. 20 τῷ ποιοῖ rower εἶναι τὸ τέλον τοιόνδε τιθέμεθα: 
vi. 12.6 ἡ μὲν γὰρ ἀρετὴ τὸν σκοπὸν ποιεῖ ὀρθόν : of-vi. 12. το, Vi. 13. 7. 

It may be asked whether νοῦν and διάνοια are distinguished in 
E.N. vi. a. 4. Wt is certainly plain that elsewhere in this chapter 
they are not distinguished ; but here we are tempted to think that 
the two names would not have been brought so close together 
unless the writer had wished to distinguish two faculties. In 
de An. jil. 9. 433 ἃ. 1, which resembles the present passage in 
ringing the two terms closely together, a distinction seems to be 
intended—#re καὶ ἐπιτάτταντος τοῦ νοῦ καὶ λεγούσης τῆε διανοίας φεύγειν 
τι ἢ διώκειν οὐ κινεῖται, ἄλλὰ κατὰ τὴν ἐπιϑυμίαν πράττει, οἷον ὁ ἀκρατής. 
In de An, Aristotle seems to distinguish νοῦν as authoritative 
principle oF ἀρχὴ (éirdrrovros) from διάνοια as merely indicating 
Qeyodaye) what particular things are to be sought or shunned. If 
we are to distinguish between νοῦς and διάνοια in Z, MV, vi, 3. 4, we 
may say that νοῦν grasps the end immediately, and duivow reviews 
the means; ἡδικὴ ἀρετή gives the moral interest in the end declared 
by rots, and mpoalpeors is the rational choice of the means discovered 
by διάνοια. It may be mentioned that Eustratius, in his note here, 
treats νοῦν and διάνοια as distinct. He says—é κυρίως νοῦε ὁπλαῖς 
EmBodute γωυώσκειν πίφυκε, roite μέσῳ χρωμένη ἡ διάνοια οἰκείῳ τοῦ 
πράγμητος ἀνειλεγμένωρ καταλαμβάνει. 

5. 84. εὐπραξία γὰρ καὶ τὸ ἐναντίον ἐν πράξει ἄνευ διανοίας καὶ ἤθους οὐκ 

4. τὰ θηρία πράξεως οὐ κοινωνεῖ--- τὰ θηρία οὐκ ἀκρατῆ, 
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ἢ δ. Βιάνοια 8 αὐτὴ οὐθὲν κινεῖ] αὐτή--- δγ itself, without ὄρεξιν τοῦ 1190 «.86. 


προκγοῦ ὀγοθοῦ---ἶ, ε, διάνοια θεωρητική, Eustratius has—j διάνοιαι, 
ἁπλῶς αὑτὴ eal αὑτὴν οὐκ ἔχεε τι τύλους τῆς ἀληθείας σκοπιμώτερον ἵνα τι 
πρὸφ ἐκεῖνο κενῇ... i) μὲν ἐπιστημονικὴ διόνοια τέλος ἔχει τὸ εὑρεῖν τὴν 
ἀλήθειων, καὶ περαιτέρω οὐδὲν προστίθησιν, ἡ δὲ πρακτικὴ εὑρίσκετοι μὲν καὶ 
αὐτὴ τἀληθέτ, οὐ μέχρι δὲ τούτου ἵσταται, ἀλλὰ δεῖ καὶ αὐτῇ «αὶ πράξεως ἵν᾽ 
ἀφίωηται τοῦ ὀρεατοῦ περὶ οὗ καὶ σννολογίσατο οὶ de Motu Anim. ὅ. 
700 Ὁ. 24 οὐ πᾶν δὲ τὸ διονοητὸν προαιρετόν, ἀλλὰ τὸ τῶν πρακτῶν τι 
διὼ τὸ τοιοῦτόν ἐστι τῶν ἀγαθῶν τὸ κινοῦν" ἀλλ᾽ οὐ πᾶν τὸ καλὸν κιτ. 
on which Mich, Eph. (de Motu Am, fol. 152) has τὰ γὰρ μαθήματα 
διανοητὰ μέν, οὐ προαιρετὰ 32... ἀλλ᾽ οὐ πῶν τὸ κολόν" ἡ γὰρ γνῶσιε τῶν 
ὄντων ff ὄντα καλὸν οὖσα ἠρεμίας μῶλλον ἀλλ᾽ wd κινήσεώς ἐστιν αἰτία, 

Although it is convenient to distinguish διάνοια αὐτή from ἡ μετ᾽ 
ὁρέξεωε (F.¢, ὀρέξεως τοῦ πρακτοῦ ἀγαθοῦ), it must be remembered that 
all διάνοια is yer’ ὀρέξεων, Pure speculation is sustained by the 
ardour of a mind striving to make itself more and more perfect— 
a truth recognised by Plato when he makes ἔρως the impulse to 
dialectic, and by Spinoza when he identifies rndeflectes and voluntas, 
and by Aristotle himself in the opening words of the Mefaphysics— 
πάντες ἄνθρωποι τοῦ εἰδέναι ὀρέγονται φύσει. 

αὕτη γὸρ καὶ τῆς ποιητικῆς ἄρχει] Je. we have not Avo dianoetic b. 1. 
ἀρχαὶ κινήσεων, 212. πρακτικὴ and ποιητικὴ διάνοια, for πρακτεκὴ διάνοια 18 
the ἀρχῇ of ποιητικὴ διάνοια. A life of noble action (εὐπραξία) is the 
‘end for the sake of which all ποιηταί, from the cobbler to Phidias, 
work, 


καὶ οὐ τέλος ἁπλῶς (ἀλλὰ πρός τι καὶ reds) τὸ ποιητόν] CL ZN ν. 2 
Wi 5. 4 τῆε μὲν γὰρ ποιήσεως ἕτερον τὸ τέλοι, τῆς δὲ πράξεων οὐκ ἂν εἴη" 
ἔστι γὰρ αὐτὴ ἡ vixpagia τέλοε. 

ἀλλὰ τὸ πρακτόν] κε. τέλον ἁπλῶν. ‘The reading ἀλλ᾽ οὗ τὸ πρακτόν, b. ἃ, 
given by Ald., Enstr., re KY, re. CCC, NC, Cambr, requires us to 
understand npde re καὶ rude. 

ἡ B ὄρεξις τούτου, διὸ κιτλι] τὸ πρακτὸν ἀγαϑόν, the object of διάνοια b. 4. 
πρακτική (and ultimately of διάνινια ποιητική), is ὀρεκτόν : therefore man, 

85 ἀρχὴ πράξεων, is ἢ ὀρικτικὸς νυῦς ἢ ὄρεξις διανοητική. 

861] This section down to menpayuivo, might have been dispensed b. 5. 

with : but this is no reason for bracketing it. 


οὐδὲ γὰρ βουλεύεται περὶ τοῦ γεγονότος ἀλλὰ περὶ τοῦ ἐσομένου καὶ v. 1. 
ἀνξεχομένου] Ste the remarkable passage, de Jnierp. 9. 18 a, 28 
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2180 Ὁ. 7. ἐπὶ μὲν οὖν τῶν ὄντων κοὶ γενομένων ἀνάγκη τὴν κατάφασιν ἡ τὴν ἀπόφοσιν 


ἀληθὴ ἡ ψευδὴ εἶναι... a. 33 ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν κοδ' ἕκαστα καὶ μελλόντων ody 
ὁμοίων" εἶ γὰρ πᾶσα κατάφασις ἦ ἀπόφασιν ἀληθὴν ἡ ψευδῆν, καὶ ἅπαν, 
ἀνάγκῃ ὑπάρχειν ἢ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ὥστε εἰ ὁ μὲν φῆσει ἴσεσθαῖ τι ὃ δὲ μὴ 
φήσει τὸ αὐτὺ τοῦτο, δῆλον ὅτι ἀνάγκη ἀληθεύειν τὸν ἕτερον αὐτῶν, εἰ πᾶσα 
κατόφοσιν ἀληθὴς ἡ ψευδής... Ὁ, 5 οὐδὲν ἄρα οὔτε ἔστιν οὔτε γίνετοι οὔτε 
ἀπὸ τύχην οὔϑ' ὁπότερ ἔτυχεν, οὐδὲ ἔσται ἢ οἷα ἔσται, ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ ἀνάγκηε 
ἅπαντα καὶ οὐχ ὁπότερ᾽ ἔτυχεν" ἢ γὰρ ὁ φὰς ἀληϑεύει ἢ ὁ ἀποφάε..... εἰ 
For λευκὸν νῦν, ἀληθὲς ἦν εἰπεῖν πρότερον ὅτε form λευκόν, ὥστε ἀεὶ ἀληϑὲν 
ἦν εἰπεῖν ὁτιοῦν τῶν γενομένων ὅτι ἔσται" εἰ δὲ ἀεὶ ἀληθὲς ἣν εἰπεῖν ὅτε 
ἔστιν ἢ ἔσται, οὐχ οἷν τε τοῦτο μὴ εἶναι οὐδὲ μὴ ἔσεσθαι" ὁ δὲ μὴ οἷόν τε 
μὲ γινέσθοι, ἀδύνατον μὴ yeriobar ὃ δὲ ἀδύνατον μὴ γινέσθωι, ἀνάγκη 
γενέσθαι" ὅποντι rit ἐσόμενα ἀνωγκοῖον γενέσθαι' οὐδὲν dpa ὀπότερ᾽ 
ἔτυχεν οὐδὲ ἀπὸ τύχης ὅσται" εἰ γὰρ ἀπὸ τύχηι, οὐκ ἐξ ἀνάγκην ἀλλὰ μὴν 
οὐδ᾽ ὡς οὐδέτερόν γε ἀληϑὲς ἐνδέχεται λέγειν, οἷον ὅτε οὔτε ἔσται οὔτε ole 
ἧσται... Ὁ, 22 εἰ δὲ μῆτε ἔσται μήτε μὴ ὄσται αὔριον, οὐκ ἂν εἴη τὸ 
ὁπότερ' ἔτυχεν, οἷον ναυμαχία δέοι γὸρ ἂν μήτε γινέσθαι ναυμαχίαν μῆτε μὴ 
γενέσθαι «. «. Ὁ, 3t ὥστε οὔτε βονλεύεσθωι δέοι ἂν οὔτε πραγματεύεσθαι 
ὧς dav μὲν τοδὶ ποιήσωμεν, Zora τοδί, ἐὰν δὲ μὴ τοδί, οὐκ ἔσται τοδὶ. οὐδὲν. 
γὰρ κωλύει καὶ εἶς μυριοστὸν ἔτος τὸν μὲν φάναι τοῦτο ἔσεσθαι τὸν δὲ μὴ 
φάναι, ὥστε ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἔσεσθαι ὁποτερονοῦν οὐτῶν ἀληθὶν ἦν εἰπεῖν τότε 
1.2219. α ὥστε εἰ ἐν ἅπαντι χρύνῳ οὕτω εἶχεν ὥστε τὸ ἕτερον ἄλη- 
ϑεύεσθαι, ἀναγκαῖον ἣν τοῦτο γενέσθαι, καὶ ἕκαστον τῶν γενομένων del οὕτως 
εἶχεν ὅστε ἐξ ἀνάγκην γενέσθοι, ὃ τε γὰρ ὀληθῶε εἰπέ ms, ὅτι ἔσται, οὐχ 
οἷν τὸ μὴ γινέσθαι" καὶ τὸ γινόμενον ἀληθὲς ἣν εἰπεῖν ἀεὶ ὅτι ἔσται. εἰ δὴ 
ταῦτα ἀδύνατα--- ὁρῶμεν γὰρ ὅτι ἔστιν ἀρχὴ τῶν ἐσομένων καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ βου- 
λεύεσθαι καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ πρᾶξαί τι, καὶ ὅτι ὅλως ἔστιν ἐν τοῖς μὴ ἀεὶ ἐνεργοῦσι 
τὸ δυνατὸν εἶναι καὶ μὴ ὁμοίωε' ἐν οἷε ἄμφω ἐνδέχεται, κι τὰ εἶναν καὶ τὸ μὴ 
«ἶναι, ὥστε καὶ τὸ γενέσθαι καὶ τὸ μὴ γενέσθαι : #.¢. future events are nol 
seliled beforehand, “They have yet to be produced by gio or by 
human agency. If we maintain therefore that of two contradictory 
propositions about a future event, the one must be true, and the 
other false, in the sense that the one is a/ready true, and the other 
already false, we make the occurrence of the ‘contingent’ necessary 
we banish the ‘contingent’ from the world, and leave no place for 
deliberation. I is, of course, /agically necessary that a battle should 
either take place to-morrow in a certain spot, or not take place: 
but if it takes place, it does not take place ‘necessarily,’ and if it does 
‘not take place, it does not not-take place ' necessarily,—de Jind. 9. 
τῷ a. 28 εἶναι μὲν ἡ μὴ εἶναι ἅπαν ἀνάγκη, ani ἔσεσθαί ye ἢ μὴ, οὐ μέντοι 
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δωαλόντα γε εἰπεῖν Breyer ἀναγκαῖον" λόγω δὲ οἷον ἀνάγεη μὲν ἔσεσθοι 1190 Ὁ... 


ναυμαχίαν οὔριον ἡ μὴ ἔσεσθαι, οὐ μέντοι ἴσεσθαί γε αὔριον ναυμαχίαν 
ἀναγκαῖον οὐδὲ μὴ γενέσθαι γινέσθαι μέντοι ἢ μὴ γενέσθαι ἀναγκαῖον. 


ἀμφοτέρων δὴ τῶν νοητικῶν μορίων The ἐσιστημοιεκὸν μέρος and the 5. 14. 


λογιστικὸν μέρος of chap. 1. § 6. 


CHAPTER ΠῚ. 


Ancuxexr, 


The wares im swhich the soul reaches truth iw affirmation or negation are 
Foe —art, ieee, pretence, wisdom, reason, 

The obsect af sekence strbetly τὸ called ks mecessary truth. or that which cawmos 
de sthersehss, ened ic sherafore eterwally true ; for things that are miccirary in 
the strict sense are ell cterwal, and things which are sternal are withewt gemt- 
ration and corruption. Morenver science can always be taught, and ἐπε object 
ee Now, of! teaching starts from previous knowledge, as we say in Logic, 

soenctinaes by ireduction, sometimes by syllogism. Induction és the 
Ney astern: opllagstie vearoning starts from wniversali, tts by te 
auction therefore that plegistic principler ave obtatwed. The sientifoe faculty 
accordingly ix the faculty of demonstrating conclusions from principdes which are 
*hether navn’ than the conclusions derfvedt from them, Se much for science. 


81. ἀρξάμενοι οὖν ἄνωθεν περὶ αὐτῶν πάλιν λέγωμεν 1 “ This chap- b 14. 


ter,’ Grant says, ‘proposes to consider the two parts of the reason 
(scientific and calculative) from a fresh point of view.’ In chap. κα. 
§ 5 Reason was divided into two parts, because its objects are 
of two kinds; bere it is the consideration of διάνοια, the faculty of 
affirming and denying truly, which suggests a list of five rational 
Sates—dorw δὴ οἷς ἀληθεύει ἡ ψυχὴ τῷ καταφάναι ἢ ἀποφάναι πέντε, 
τὸν ἀριθμόν, Tix this list τέχνη answers to duirom ποιητνεή, ἐπισγήμη to 
διάνοια ϑεωρητική, and φρόνησιε to διάνοια πρακτικῆ, while νοῦς supplies 
τέχνη, ἐπιστήμη, and φρόνησις with their respective doyal (see chap. 6), 
and συφία is the possession of both wis and adivoa—especially 
θεωρητικὴ διάνοια (see chap, 7. § 3). If this is plainly the rationale of 
the present list, it is even more plainly that of the Iist in Anal. 
Post. 43. 39 Ὁ. 7, by which Grant thinks it highly probable that 
the present list was suggested. In An. Poss. i, 93 we have the 
rational states given in the following order—ddvou, νοῦν, ἐπιστήμη, 
τέχνη, Φρόνησιε, ompia—t.c. first, the main division of the rational 
part into the discursive reason (διάνοια) and the reason which grasps 
principles immediately (vis): then, the three kinds of discursive 


— 
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1180 5.14. reason : and lastly, the possession of discursive ability together with 


the power of grasping principles. The list as we find it in EV. 
vi 3. 1 bears its rationale less clearly on its face. διάνοια is not 
mentioned, although we must assume from ole ἀληϑούει ἡ ψυχὴ τῷ 
χαταφάναι ἢ ἀποφάνοι that the writer has it in his mind; and 
logical order is reversed when σοφία is placed before νοῦν, although 
it is to be noted that in the subsequent discussion of these two 
states σοφία is taken last. Grit thinks that ‘Eudemus’ does not 
distinguish διάνοια from νοῦς here, It is ccetainly in favour of this 
view that vovr appears in a list ofe ἀληθούει ἢ ψυχὴ τῷ καταφάναι ἢ ἀπο- 
φάναι, for, as we have seen in Med. ©. 10. 1051 ὃ, 24, quoted in note 
on Vi. ἃ. 2, ἃ. 21, the ἀλήθενο which is perceived by rove, as intuitive 
reason, is that of τὸ θιγγάνειν, or of φάσις, not that ΟΥ̓κατάφασιε ἢ 
ἀπόφασις which is the ἔργον διανοίαι. On the other hand the identi- 
fication of νοῦς in the present list with διάνοια is inconsistent with 
the special function assigned to wide as distinguished from ἐπιστήμῃ 
in chap. 6. The statement with which chap, 6 cnd’—Aeirera: νοῦν. 
εἶναι τῶν ἀρχῶν makes it, 1 think, impossible to regard the rote of the 
list as anything but the intuitive reason. The words ols ἀληθεύει re 
καταφάναι ἢ ἀποφάναι must therefore be taken to apply directly to 
πέχνη ἐπιστήμη and φρόνησιν, and to be loosely extended to νοῦς on 
account of its position as κεφιολὴ τῆς ἐπιστήμην (chap. 7. § 3). 

Prantl, in his work ier die déanochischen Tugenden in der Nico- 
machischen Ethih des Arisloleles 1852, maintains the thesis that to 
regard this as a list of five rinfellectual ἀρεταί is to involve oneself in a 
confusion of Logicand Ethics. There are only two intellectual dperad 
το σοφία and φρόνησις, Σοφία is the ὠρετή of the λόγον ὄχον μέροε, gud’ 
concerned with τὰ μὴ ἐνδεχόμενα Dawe ἔχειν, and φρόνησις (including 
εὐβουλία, σύνεσις, γνώμη and δεινύτην) the ὀρετὴ of the λόγον ἔχον μέρον, 
gud concerned with τὰ ἐνδεχόμενα ἄλλως ἔχειν. Νοῦς is not an ἀρετῇ, 
but das Unmiltelbare, τε. the mind itself. ᾿Επιστήμη is not an ἀρετῆ, 
for there is an ἀρετὴ ἐπιστήμης, wiz. σοφία, Τέχνη is not an ἀρετῇ, for 
there is an ἀρετὴ τέχνης, which in fts highest form is also called 
eapla:—see p. 10 of Prantl’s work for a summary statement of 
these results. On p. 14, he calls attention to Z, ΔΓ, vi. 11, 7. 1143 δ. 
15, 2 strongly supporting his view that σοφία and φρόνησεε are the 
only intellectual dperoi—ti μὲν σὸν ἐστὶν ἡ φρόνησις καὶ ἡ σοφία κιὰ περὶ 
viva ἐκογέρα τυγχάνει οὖσω, καὶ ὅτε ἄλλου τὴν ψυχῆς μορίου ἀρετὴ ἑκατέρα 
«ἔρηται. Zeller examines Prantl’s view in his Ῥληῖ, δ. Gr. ii. 2, p. 
649 note 2, and rejects it on two grounds—(r) because the subject 
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hint i thrown out that these are not the five states enumerated in 
ch. 3. δ τ: (2) because the Aristotelian conception of ἀρετῇ as 
ἐπωνετὴ ἕξις (Σ΄. N. i. 13. το) ies to all five, Ἐπεστήμη and 
πέχνῃ are certainly froorral ἕξεις (ἐπιστήμη is adduced as an 
example of a ἔξιε in Caf. 8. 8 a. 29, 11 a 24); and νοῦς (not 
as perl of the soul, but as séaée of the soul) is expressly described 
asa He in AM. vi tt. 2. If it isa ἔξει in. ἐπαινετὴ ἔξιε---- 
sean ἀρετῇ. T think thar Zeller's general position {s unasseilable. 


difficulty is felt by the writer of the Sixth Book about the place of 
ἐπιστήμη and sixon—see vi. 6. 1 ἀλλὰ μὴν τύχνηε μὲν ἐστὶν ἀρετή, 
φρονήσεως δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν... δῆλον ὅτι ἀρετή rus ἐστὶν [ἡ φρόνησιεἾ 
τάχνγ--ζυλίϑ is perhaps why τέχνη is omitted from the list given in ch. 
6.82): see also AL. Mi, 34. 1197 a, 16 torw δ' ἡ φρόνησιε ἀρετή, de 
δόξειαν ἄν, οὐκ ἐπιστήμη {ἐπιστήμη seems to do duty for both ἐπιστήμη 
and τέχνῃ here, as in the list 1196 Ὁ, 36), ἐπωινετοὶ γάρ εἰσιν οἱ φρόνι-. 
jo, ἃ δ᾽ ἔπαινον ἀρετῆν᾽ ἔτι δ᾽ ἐπιστήμην μὲν πόσην ἀρετῇ ἐστιν, dpovioewe 
δὲ ἀρετὴ οὐκ ἔστιν, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἔοικεν, αὖτό τε ἐστὶν ἀρετό. Tought to add 
‘that Rassow (Forsch. p. 124 note) gives his opinion very strongly in 
favour of Prantl's view that σοφία and φρόνησις are the only intel- 
- Tectual ἀρεταί, properly so called, recognised in the Sixth Book. 


clay γὰρ καὶ δόξῃ ἐνδέχεται διαψεύδεσθαι] What is here 8.17. 
is expressed fully in ch. 6. § 2---εἰ δὴ οἷς ἀληθεύομεν καὶ 

wore διαψευδόμεθα περὶ τὰ μὴ ἐνδεχόμενα ἢ καὶ ἐνδεχόμενα ἄλλων, 
ἔχων, ἀκιστήμη νοὶ φρόνησίε ἐστι κοὶ σοφία «αὶ woe κτλ, In what 
‘sense, then, are all these ἕξειν said to be cea Νοῦν is infallible 

‘as the immediate perception of ddiaipe Ma. 8. το. | 


‘is the apprehension, are such as, if seen at all, are clearly ] 
for what they are, and leave no room for the supposition that 

they might be scen otherwise—see § 2 below, mirres γὰρ ὑπολωμβώ- 
eres μὴ ἐνδίχεσθοι ἄλλωε ἔχειν, Ξυφία is infallible, 

καὶ ἐπιστήμη (ch. 7. ὁ 3)- But in what sense 
ite few sack ve to do with τὸ ἐνδεχόμενα ἄλλως ἔχειν be said 
infallible? We are saved the trouble of trying to answer 
> 


of Book vi, as stated in ch. τ. § 4, is the διανοητικαὶ ἀρεταί, and no 1189 Ὁ. 14. 


34 BOOK VI: CHAP. 3: § τ. 


1180 8.17. this question as regards τέχνη, for τέχνη does not appear in the 


corrected list of infallible ἕξεις given in ch. 6. § 2, and it is stated 
in ch, δ. 7 that there are degrees of excellence in it—riyme piv 
ἔστιν ἀρετή, and implied that involuntary, as well as voluntary 
ἁμαρτία is possible in it—dv μὲν τέχνῃ ὁ ἑκὼν ἁμαρτάνων αἱρετώτερος, 
(sc. τοῦ ἀκουσίως ἅμαρτάνοντοε), We have therefore only to explain 
how φρόνησιν, concerned as it is with τὰ ἐνδεχόμενα ἄλλων ἔχειν, is 
infallible, The explanation seems to be that φρόνησις is correlated 
with the perfect organisation of the whole moral nature. N. vi. 
12. τὸ ἀδύνατον φρόνιμον εἶναι μὴ ὄντα ἀγαθόν. Φρόνησις is the con- 
sciousness of what goodness requires for its preservation. This 
consciousness is always present with the good man, and authorita- 
tive in him. An artist may forget his art, because it is only a part 
of himself—like a limb which may be cut off, leaving the body 
alive; but φρόνησιν is the good man himsclf—a second nature, 
which, having once put on, he cannot put off —Z. IV. vi. 5. 8 
ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδ᾽ Tis μετὰ λόγον μόνον σημεῖον δ᾽ ὅτι λήθη τῆς τοιαύτης, 
ἕξεως ἔστι, φρονήσεωι δ' οὐκ ἔστιν. Tt directs him unerringly in the 
interest of the noble life, as instinct directs an animal in the interest 
of the physical life, ‘There is indeed nothing exceptional in ‘ the 
infallibilty of the good man’ (see FE. N. til. 4. 4, 6—S σπουδαῖος 
γὰρ ἕκαστα κρίνει ὀρθῶν, καὶ ἐν ἑκάστοι» τἀληδϑὲς αὐτῷ φαίνεται... ὥσπερ, 
κανὼν καὶ μέτρον αὐτῶν Sv); every organism knows infallibly how to 
be itself. 


ὑπολήψει ὑπόληψις is a view or assumpiion, whether true or false: 
see Bonitz, Me. p. 41-— Significat tmo\auSdeew sumere et statuere 
aliquid pro vero, sive illud est verum sive sccus.’ It is sometimes 
reached mediately as the conclusion of a syllogism—rav διὼ συλλο- 
γισμοῦ λάβη τὴν ὑπόληψιν, sometimes is taken up immediately—Grar 
ἁπλῶς ὑπολάβη ὑπόρχειν ἢ μὴ imipxew (00 Am Post. i, 16.79 b. 27): 
in the latter case it may amount either to ἐπιστήμη ἀναπόδειετοι:-- 
defined in Am. Post. i. 33. 88 Ὁ, 7 85 ὑπόληψιν τῆν ἁμόσου προτάσεως 
(se. καὶ ἀναγκαίαν), or to δόξα δε defined in the same passage (89 a. 
2-4)—Meimerae δόξαν εἶναι περὶ τὸ ἀληϑὲς piv ἢ Weidos, ἐνδεχόμενον δὲ 
καὶ ἄλλων ὄχειν᾽ τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶν ὑπόληψιν τῆν ἀμέσου προτάσνωφ καὶ pi) 
ἀναγκαίας, It would thus appear that ὑπόληψες is a term of very wide 
application: cf. de Am. ill. 3. 427 b. 24 εἰσὶ δὲ καὶ αὐτῆς rie ὑπολήψεως 
διαφοραΐ, ἐπιστήμη καὶ δόξα καὶ φρόνησιν καὶ τἀναντία τούτων : and Ζ'. Δ; 
vi. φ. Ἱ ἢ εὐβουλία εἴη ἂν ὀρθότης ἡ card πὸ συμφέρον πρὸς τὸ τέλοε, οὗ 
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φρόνησιε ἀληϑὴς ὑπόληψίε ἔστιν. In the section before us (vi. 3. 1), 1180 b.17. 


however, ὑπόληψις is evidently used in a specific sense as equivalent 
to δόξε, the standing opposite of ἐπιστήμη ; sce An. Post, i. 33. 89a. 
GFT γὸρ δόξα ὀβίβοιον καὶ ἡ φύσιν ἡ τοιαύτη" πρὸρ δὲ τούτοις οὐδεν 
leva δοξάζειν ὅταν οἴηται ἀδύνατον ἄλλως ἔχειν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπίστασθαι" ἀλλ᾽ 
ὅταν εἶσαι μὲν οὕτως, οὐ μὴν ἀλλὸ καὶ ἄλλως οὐδὲν κωλύειν, τότε δοξόζευν, 
ὧς τοῦ μὲν τοινύτον δύξαν οὖσαν͵ τοῦ δ΄ ἀναγκαίον ἐπιστήμην. 


Ἐ 3. ἐπιστήμη μὲν οὖν κτλ See An. Posh i, 2. 71d. g ἐπίστοσθαι b. 18, 


δὲ οἱόμεθ' ἕκαστον ἁπλῶτ, ἀλλὰ μὴ τὸν σοφιστικὸν τρύπων τὸν κατὸ συμβε- 
Boas, ὅταν τὴν τ᾽ οἰτίαν οἰώμεθα γινώσκειν Bi ἣν τὸ πρᾶγμά ἐστιν, ὅτι 
ἐκείνου αἰτία ἐστί, καὶ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι τοῦτ᾽ ἄλλως ἔχσιν, Δῆλον τοίνυν ὅτε 
τοιοῦτόν τι τὸ ἐπίστοσθαί ἐστι" καὶ γὺρ οἱ μὴ ἐπιστάμενοι καὶ οἱ ἐπιστάμενοι 
οἵ μὲν οἴοντοιν οἰτοὶ οὕτωε ἔχειν, οἱ δ᾽ ἐπιστάμενοι καὶ ἔχουσιν, ὥστε of 
ἀπλῶε ἐστὶν ἐπιστήμη, τοῦτ᾽ ἀδύνατον ἄλλως ἔχειν. Κὶ μὲν οὖν καὶ ἕτερός 
ἐστε τοῦ ἐπέστωσθωι τρόπον, ὕστερυν ἐροῦμεν, φαμὲν δὲ nal δὲ ἀποδείξεων 
εἰδέναι. ᾿Απόδιεβιν δὲ λέγω συλλογισμὸν ἐπιστημονικόν. ᾿Επιστημονικὼν. 
δὲ λέγω κοδ' ὃν τῷ ἔχειν αὐτὸν ἐπιστάμεθα. El τοίνυν ἐστὶ τὸ ἐπίστασθαι 
οἷον ἔθεμεν, ἀνάγκη καὶ τὴν ἀποδεικτεκὴν ἐπιστήμην ἐξ ἀληθῶν τ᾽ εἶναι ani 
πρώτων καὶ ὁμέσων κοὶ γνωριμωτέρων καὶ προτέρων καὶ αἰτίων τοῦ συμπεράσ-. 
ματοτ' οὕτω γὰρ ἔσονται καὶ αἱ ἀρχαὶ οἰκεῖαι τοῦ δεικνυμένον. Συλλογισμὸς 
μὲν γὰρ ἔσται wok ἅνεν τούτων, ἀπόδειξιν δ' οὐκ ἔστων οὐ γὰρ ποιήσει 
ἐπιστήμην. 


ταῖς ὁμοιότησιν] ‘the various analogical and inaccurate uses of v. 10. 


the word “knowledge"’ (Grant), In the strict sense ἐπιστήμη is 
ὁποδεωτικῇ, 08 described in An. Post, i, 2 quoted in last note: but 
polities, and many other πραγματεῖαι dealing with τὰ ἐνδεχόμεναι ἄλλως 
tyeo (where there can be no dmdbagiu—see 2. Δ᾽, vi. 5. 3), are called 
ἐπιστῆμαι in a loose sense, They are ‘branches of knowledge.’ 


ὅταν ἔξω τοῦ θεωρεῖν γένηται] Ele means that a concrete thing is &, 21. 


known for certain to exist, or be of a certain kind, only when it is 
actually present to our observation; whereas a necessary truth 
$s apprehended as being always what it is now apprehended to be: 
ἢ Top. v.32 131 Ὁ. 21 ὅπον γὰρ τὸ αἰσθητὸν ἔξω γινόμενον τῆς αἰσθήστων 
Poder γίνεται" ἀφανὲς γάρ ἔστιν εἰ ἔτε ὑπάρχει, διὰ τὸ τῇ αἰσθήσει μόνον 


ropes, 


ἐξ ἀνάγκης In Met, Δ. 5, τὸ ἐξ ἀνάγκης as (1) μὴ ἐνδεχόμενον ἄλλως Ὁ. 22. 


ἔχειν ἴδ distinguished from (2) τὸ Avev of οὐκ ἐνδέχεται, (3) τὸ βίοιον, 
and (4) ἡ ἀκόδειξιε, or syllogistic comsequentia: cf. Met. A. 7. 1072 b. 
ba 
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1280 5.38. 11 (where no. 4 is omitted) τὸ γὸρ ἀναγκαῖον. . . τὸ μὲν Big ὅτε παρὰ 


a 


4 


tiv ὁρμήν, τὸ δὲ ob οὐκ ἄνεν τὸ εὖ, τὸ δὲ μὴ ὀδεχόμενον ἄλλων ἀλλ᾽ 
ἁπλῶς —i.e. τὸ μὴ ἐνδεχόμενον ἄλλως ἔχειν (e.g. ἃ mathematical 
truth) is ἀναγκαῖον in tse: the other kinds distinguished are 
ἀναγκαῖα ἐξ ὑποθέσεως: Φεα Phy. tis 9. 199 Ὁ. 34. 


5.38, ἀΐδιον ἄρα] If ἐξ ἀνάγκης in the sense of μὴ ἐνδεχόμενον ἄλλως ἔχειν, 


then ἀεί: gee Phys. ii, 5. 196 b. 10 ἐπειδὴ ὁρῶμεν τὰ μὲν ded ὡσαύτωε 
posuera τὰ δὲ ὧς ἐπὶ πολύ, φανερὸν ὅτε οὐδετέρου τούτων αἰτία ἧ τύχη 
λέγεται οὐδὲ τὸ ἀπὸ τύχης, οὔτε τοῦ ἐξ ἀνάγκης καὶ ἀεὶ οὔτε τοῦ ὡς ἐπὶ 
πολύ: of, Met. E. 2. 1026 Ὁ, 27 ἐπεὶ οὖν ἐστὶν ἐν τοῖρ οὖσε τὰ μὲν ἀεὶ 
ὡσαύτως ἔχοντα καὶ ἐξ ἀνάγκην, οὗ τῇ» κατὰ τὸ βίσιον λεγομένης, ἄλλ᾽ ἦν 
λέγομεν τῷ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι ἄλλως, «κτλ, The Divine Power which 
moves the πρῶτον οὐρανός, and with it all things, is οὐσία ἀίδιον 
fixivgros—see Met. A. 6. 1071 Ὁ. g, and 7. 1072.8. 23. So also pure 
form, as it is studied in the mathematical sciences, is ἀίδιον : see 
, 3. 8. περὶ δὴ τῶν διδίων, οὐδεὶς βουλεύεται, οἷον περὶ τοῦ ebewou 
ἢ rie διαμέτρου καὶ τῆς πλευρᾶς, ὅτι ἀσύμμετροι : Phys. ἵν, 12, 425 ἃ, 6 
τὸ ἀσύμμετρον εἶναι τὴν διάμετρον ἀεί ἐστιν. 


τὰ γὰρ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὄντα ἁπλῶς] as distinguished from τὸ ἀναγκαῖα 
τὰ ἐξ ὑποθίσεωε: see Phys. ii. 9. 199 Ὁ. 34 τὸ δ' ἐξ ἀνάγκης πότερον ἐξ 
ὑποθέσεως ὑπάρχει aul ἁπλῶν ard. Jf ἃ saw is to cut, “it is 
necessary that’ it should be made of iron (Phys. fi. 9. 20a. r2}— 
ἐξ ὑποθέσεως δὴ τὸ ἀναγκαῖον, Here the ‘ necessity’ is extrinsic! 
we are to have cutting, it is necessary to have iron,’ But the truths 
of mathematics are dvayxaia ἁπλῶς---Ὠρορβκατν without qualification, 
in themselves, ie. their necessity is intrinsic: see Afel. Δ. 5. 1015 b.g 
τῶν μὲν δὴ ἕτερον αἴτιον τοῦ ἀναγεοῖα εἶναι, τῶν δὲ οὐδέν, ἀλλὰ διὰ ταῦτο 
ἐνερ ἐστιν ἐξ ἀνάγκης. ὥστε τὸ πρῶτον καὶ «υρίωε ἀναγκαῖον τὸ ἁπλοῦν ἐστίν. 


νυ. 34, τὰ δ᾽ ἀΐδια ἀγένητα καὶ ἄφθαρτα} See Mel, N. 3. 109% a, τῷ ἄτοπον 


J 


δὲ καὶ γένεσιν ποιεῖν ἀιδίων ὄντων: 7, 8. 1033 Ὁ, 17 τὸ μὲν οὖν εἶδον ἢ 
wala λεγόμενον οὗ γίγνεται : Z. 10. 1035 τιν 27 ὅσα δὲ μὴ συνείληπται τῇ 
ὕλῃ GAN ἄνεν ὕλης, ὧν οἱ λόγοι τοῦ εἴδους μόνον, ταῦτα δ᾽ οὐ φθείρεται, ἢ 
+ ὅλωι ἢ οὔτοι οὕτω ye: %. 16. 1039 Ὁ. 20 ἐπεὶ δ' ἢ οὐσία ἑτέρα τό τὰ 

σύνολον καὶ ὁ λόγοτ᾽ λέγω δ᾽ ὅτι μὲν οὕτων ἐστὶν οὐσία σὺν τῇ ὕλῃ συνειλημ-. 
| Hivos ὁ λόγο, ἢ δὲ ὁ λόγον ὅλωε. ὅσαι μὲν οὖν οὕτω λέγονται, τούτων μὲν 

dant φθορά" καὶ γὰρ γένεσις. τοῦ δὲ λόγου οὐκ ἔστιν οὕτω: ὥστε φϑείρε-: 
| σθον οὐδὲ γὰρ γένεσιν (οὐ γὰρ γίγνεται τὸ οἰκίᾳ εἶναι ἀλλὰ τὸ τῇδε τῇ οἰκίρ), 
© ἀλλ᾽ ἄνευ γενέσεων καὶ φθορᾶς εἰσὶ «οἱ ole εἰσίν. 
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$B. ἔτι διδακτή.... συλλογισμῷ] Se Am, Pow in. 70% αὶ Πᾶσα 
διδασκαλία καὶ πᾶσα μάθησις διανοητικὴ ἐκ προὐπαρχούσης γίνεται γνώσεως. 
Φανερὸν δὲ τοῦτο διωροῦσιν ἐπὶ πασῶν αἵ τὰ γὰρ μοθημοτικαὶ τῶν 
ἐπιστημῶν διὰ τούτου τοῦ τρόπον πορογίνοντοι καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ἑκάστη γεχνῶν. 
Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ περὶ τοὺε λόγους οἵ τε διὰ συλλογισμῶν καὶ οἱ δὲ ἐπαγωγῆς" 
ἀμφότεροι γὰρ διὸ προγινωσκομίνων ποιοῦνται τὴν διδασκολίων, οἱ μὲν 
λαμβάνοντες ὧς πορὰ ξυνιόντων, of δὲ δειανύντεν τὸ καθόλου διὸ τοῦ δῇ 
εἶναι τὸ καθ᾽ ἕκαστον. ᾿Ὡσαύτως καὶ of ῥητοριεοὶ συμπείθουσιν᾽ ἢ γὸρ διὰ 
παραδειγμάτων, ὅ ἐστιν ἐπαγωγή, fy δὲ ἐνθυμημάτων, ὅπερ ἐστὶ συλλογισμόν. 
‘Grant, after quoting the above passage, says—‘ what Aristotle had 
said of dialectical arguments (τοὺς λόγου) Eudemus applies to 
science, which he accordingly asserts to be sometimes inductive. 
His further assertion that the principles of deductive science are 
obtained by induction is inconsistent with the conclusion of chap- 
ter vi [fe λείπετοι νοῦν deus τῶν ἀρχῶν], though it agrees with Arist, 
An, Port. 'i. 19 [100b. 12 νοῦς Av εἴη τῶν ἀρχῶν), Whether the 
two statements § ἐπαγωγὴ ἀρχή ἐστι καὶ τοῦ xadddou and νοῦν εἶναι τῶν 
ἀρχῶν are really ‘inconsistent’ will be examined under chap. 6. § 2. 


ἂν τοῖς ἀναλυτικοῖς λέγομεν) ‘This is a general mode of ex- 
pression, not a particular reference’ (Grant). For the ‘Analytics’ 
of Eudemus see Fritzsche, νὰ, Ew. Prolegom. p. xvi, and Grant's 
Eihics, vol. i. Essay i. p. 32 (4th edition). 


Be ἐπαγωγῆς] Aristotle’s treatment of ἐπαγωγῇ may be brought 
under three distinct heads:—(1) In Am. Post. ii, 19 he treaty 
it psychologically, giving a sketch of the process by which 
genera) notions are gradually formed in the mind out of the data 
of sense: (2) in An. Prior, ji, 23 he treats it formally, supplying 
ἃ syllogistic formula for the inductive process, to correspond with 
that already found for the deductive process: and (3) in Top. i. 
τῷ, 13, th. 10, Hx certain ὄργανα By dy εὐπορήσομεν συλλογισμῶν, and 
certain τόποι, are explained which remind us of the Jnductive Methods 
οἵ Modern Logic. It is in these chapters of the Typies (in which 
the word éraywyi xcldom occurs), and in the chapter on παράδειγμα, 
An. Prior. ii, 24, rather than in An. Prior. ii, 23 (on the inductive 

jism) that we must look for Aristotle’s real contribution* to the 

*Logic of Induction” The so-called inductive syllogism of An. 

Prior. i. 23, being ἐξ ἀπάντων, misrepresents a process which results, 
Δ Bacon seems to take no account of this contribution. 


= 


1190. 25, 
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1139 b. 27, not in demonstrated truth, as the deductive syllogism does, but in 


b.28. 


5.30. 


moral, or practical certainty, 


συλλογισμῷ] defined Am. Prior. i. αν 24 Ὁ. 18 a8 λόγον ἐν ᾧ 
τεθέντων τινῶν ἕτερόν τι τῶν κειμένων ἐξ ἀνάγκης συμβαίνει τῷ ταῦτα εἶναι, 

ἡ μὲν δὴ ἐπαγωγὴ ἀρχή ἐστι καὶ τοῦ καθόλου] Ld and Ald. read 
ἀρχῇ, and Γ' seems to omit καί, Καί may have been introduced, to 
make the clause coherent, by a scribe who read dpyis. If the 
genitive τοῦ καθύλον depends on ἀρχή, it is difficult to explain καί : if 
«at be retained, it seems necessary to render—‘ Induction is the 
beginning, and is concerned with the universal’—not a very 
satisfactory rendering, I think. 


εἰσὶν ἄρα ἀρχαὶ ἐξ Gv... ἐπαγωγὴ ἄρα] See An. Postsi, 3, 72 be 
18 "Hpeie δέ φαμεν οὔτε πᾶσαν ἐπιστήμην ἀποδεικτικὴν εἶνοι, ἀλλὰ τὴν τῶν 
ἀμέσων ἀναπόδεικτον. Kal τοῦθ᾽ ὅτι ἀναγκαῖον, φανερόν οἷ γὰρ ἀνάγεη μὲν. 
ἐπίστασθαι τὰ πρότερα καὶ ἐξ ὧν ἢ ἀπόδειξις, ἵσταται δέ wore τὰ ὅμεσα, 
παῦε' ἀναπόδειατα ἀνάγκη εἶναι, Ταῦτά τ᾽ οὖν οὕτω λέγομεν, καὶ οὐ μόνον 
ἐπιστήμην ἀλλὰ καὶ ὀρχὴν ἐπιστήμης εἶναι τινά φαμεν, j rods ὄρους γνωρί- 
ὦμεν. The words ἐπαγωγὴ dpa are regarded by Trendelenburg 
(Histor, Beitr. sur Phil. vol. ἢ, 367) 08 @ gloss. In the parallel 
passage 12. Mi. 34. 1197 ἃ. 21 ἐπαγωγῇ is not mentioned—4 μὲν 
γὰρ ἐπιστήμη τῶν per’ ἀποδείβεων ὄντων ἐστίν, αἱ δ᾽ ἀρχαὶ ἀναπόδειετοις 
nor in the passage just quoted from An. Pos/. i. 3, 72 b. 18, But 
surely we must retain ἐπαγωγὴ dpa, unless we are prepared to reject 
ἡ μὲν δὴ ἐπαγωγὴ ἀρχῇ ἐστι καὶ τοῦ καθόλου. It seems to be impossible 
to distinguish between ‘Eudemus’ and ‘Aristotle’ here. Both 
ascribe the principles of syllogism, sometimes to ἐπαγωγῇ, sometimes 
to νοῦν, Aristotle, at any rate, saw so little inconsistency in this, 
that he even gives us the two explanations within the limits of the 
same immediate context—A xn. Post. ii. 19. 100 b. 3 δῆλον δὴ ὅτι ἡμῖν 
τὰ πρῶτα ἐκογωγῇ γνωρίζειν ἀναγκαῖον" καὶ γὰρ καὶ εἴσϑησις οὕτω τὸ 
οθύλον ἐμποιεῖ, dard δὲ τῶν περὶ τὴν διώνοιαν ἕξεων, οἷν ἀληθεύομεν, a 
μὲν ἀεὶ ἀληθεῖς εἰσίν, αἱ δὲ ἐπιδέχονται τὸ ψεῦδος, οἷον δύβα καὶ λογισμός, 
ἀληθῆ δ' ded ἐπιστήμη κοὶ νοῦς, καὶ οὐδὲν ἐπιστήμην ἀκριβέστερον ἄλλο γένοι, 
ἢ νοῦε, αἱ δ᾽ ὀρχοὶ τῶν ἀποδείξεων γνωριμώτεραι, ἐπιστήμη δ᾽ ἅπασα μετὰ 
λόγου ἐστί, τῶν ἀρχῶν ἐπιστήμῃ μὲν οὐκ ἂν εἴη, ἐπεὶ δ' οὐδὲν ἀληϑέστερον. 
ὠδίχετοι εἶνοι ἐπιστήμης ἢ νοῦν, νοῦς ἂν εἴη τῶν ἀρχῶν, fe re τοῦταν 
σεοποῦσι καὶ ὅτι ἀποδείξεως ἀρχὴ οὐκ ἀπόδειξις, ὥστ᾽ οὐδ΄ ἐπιστήμην 
ἐπιστήμη. εἰ οὖν μηδὲν ἄλλο sop! ἐπιστήμην γίνου ἔχομεν ἀληϑέε, νοῦς ἂν 
iy ἐπιστήμης ἀρχῆ, No explanation of νοῦς ἂν iy τῶν ἀρχῶν can be 
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right which fails to take account of a passage like the following—- 1189», 29. 


An. Peis. i, 18. 81 0. 38 φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ὅτι, εἴ rue οἴσθησιε ἐκλέλοιπεν, 
ἀνάγκη καὶ ἐπιστήμην τινὰ ἐκλελοιπέναι, ἣν ἀδύνατον λαβεῖν, εἴπερ μανθάνομεν 
ᾧ ἐπαγωγὰ ἢ ἀποδείξει, ἔστι δ' ἡ μὲν ἀπόδειξιε ἐὰ τῶν κοθύλον, ἧ δ' ἐπα- 
γωγὴ ἐκ τῶν κατὰ μέρος’ ἀδύνατον δὲ τὰ καθόλου θεωρῆσαι μὴ δι᾿ ἐπαγωγῆς, 
πὰ καὶ τὰ ἐξ ἀφαιρέσεως Ἀεγόμενα ἔσται δι ἐπογωγὴε γνώριμα ποιᾶῖν, ὅτι 
ὑπάρχει ἑκάστῳ γένει ἔνια, aul εἰ μὴ χωριστά ἐστιν, ἢ τοιονδὶ ἕκαστον. 
ἐπαχϑῆναι δὶ μὴ ἔχονταρ οἴσϑησιν ὀδύνατον, τῶν γὰρ καθ᾽ ἕκασταν ἢ 
ἴοθησι, ob γὰρ ἐνδέχεται λαβεῖν αὐτῶν τὴν ἐπιστήμην' οὔτε γὰρ ἐκ τῶν 
καθόλου deev ἐπαγωγῆς, οὔτε δ᾽ ἐπαγωγῆς dvev τῆν αἰσθήσεως, Sco below, 
note on ch. 6, § 2, a. 7. 


ξ 4. ἔξις ἀποδεικτική, καὶ ὅσα ἄλλα προσδιοριζόμεθα ἐν τοῖς ἀνα- Ὁ. 81. 
λυτικοῖς } See An, Post. i. 2,71 b, o—a passage quoted above, § 2 
note ἐπιστήμη, b. 18. 


ὅταν γάρ... ἔξει τὴν ἐπιστήμην Scientific knowledge is realising Ὁ. 93, 
ἃ truth as the necessary consequence of premisses which are clearly 
known, #.¢. more clearly known than the conclusion established by 
means of them: for if they were not more clearly known, how 
‘could the conclusion be established by means of them? Jt would \ 

pe independent of them. It would be knowledge without proof— ἢ 
‘accidental knowledge.’ The language here resembles closely that 
of An, Post, & 2: 72 ἃ. 25---ἐπεὲὶ δὲ δεῖ πιστεύειν τε καὶ εἰδέναι τὸ | 
πρᾶγμα τῷ τοιοῦτον ἔχειν συλλυγισμὸν ὃν καλοῦμεν ἀπόδειξιν, ἔστι δ' οὖ- } 


τος 
τὰ πρῶτα, ἢ πάντα ἢ ἔνια, ἀλλὰ καὶ μᾶλλον ἀεὶ γὰρ δι᾽ 6 ὑπώρχει 
ἕκαστον, ἐκεῖνο μᾶλλον ὑπάρχει, οἷον δ ὃ φιλοῦμεν, ἐκεῖνο φίλον μᾶλλον. 
ὥστ᾽ εἶσερ ἴσμεν διὰ τὰ πρῶτα καὶ πιστεύομεν, κἀκεῖνα ἴσμεν τε καὶ 
πιστεύομεν μᾶλλον, ὅτι do ἐκεῖνα καὶ τὰ ὕστερον, οὐχ οἷόν τὸ δὲ 
πιστεύειν μᾶλλον ὧν οἶδεν, ἃ μὴ τυγχάνει μήτε εἰδὼν μήτε βέλτιον 
διακείμενος ἢ εἰ ἐτύγχανεν εἰδώς. συμβήσεται δὲ τοῦτο, εἰ μὴ τις προγνώ-. 
σεται τῶν δ ἀπόδειξιν πιστευόντων" μᾶλλον γὰρ ἀνάγκη πιστεύειν τοῖν 
ἀρχαῖς ἢ πάσαιε ἡ τισὶ τοῦ συμπεράσματοι. τὸν δὲ μέλλοντα ἕξειν τὴν 
ἐπιατήμην τὴν δ ἀποδείξεων οὐ μόνον δεῖ τὰς ἀρχὰς μᾶλλον γνωρίζειν καὶ 
μᾶλλον αὕταῖν πιστεύειν ἢ τῷ δεικνυμένῳ, ἀλλὰ μηδ' ἄλλυ αὐτῷ ἀν 
εἶναι; μηδὲ γνωριμώτερον τῶν ἀντικειμένων ταῖς ἀρχαῖς, ἐξ 
panes 


1140 α. 8. 


.. δ. 


oT 
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CHAPTER IV. 


Axgumert. 


In the sphere of the contingent, or that which can be otherwise, making: and 
doing are to be distingwished. The habit of reasoning truly, where the making 
of something isconcerned, ἐν Art. The artist sees how something, which moay or 
may not be, shail be produced, the principle rexiding in himdif, the maker, coud 
snot in the thing that és being made ; for ort és not concerned with things that 
arist or come into exictence of mecessity 3 wor ix it concerned swith the products 
of Mature, for they have their principle in themselves, There is a sense ina 
which chance and art are concerned with the same things. * Art loves chance 
ond chance loves art.’ Art, then, ir a habit of reasoning truly where somethieg 
is being made (while the man who ts without art reasons falsely), and operates 
in the sphere of the contingent. 


§.. ἕτερον] ποίησεε is an ἐνέργεια drehje—it has an ἔργον wap! 
πρᾶξιε ἰὰ an ἐνέργενα which is its own rékor: see notes on ἡ. 1. 1, 
fi MAL i, 34.1197 a. 3 οὐ ταὐτὸ τὸ ποιητικὸν καὶ πρακτικόν, τῶν μὲν 
γὰρ ποιητικῶν ἐστί τι apd τὴν ποίησιν ἄλλο τέλοε, οἷον παρὰ τὴν οἴκοδο-: 
μικῆν, ἐπειδή ἐστιν ποιητικὴ οἰκίας, οἰκία αὐτῆρ τὸ τέλος παρὰ τὴν ποίησιν, 
ὁμοίων ἐπὶ τεκτονικὴν κοἱ τῶν ἄλλων τῶν ποιητικῶν' ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν πρακτικῶν, 
οὐκ ἔστιν ἄλλο οὐθὲν τέλοε wap’ αὐτὴν τὴν πρᾶξιν, οἷον παρὰ τὸ κιθυρίζειν. 
οὐκ ἔστιν ἄχλυ τέλος οὐθέν, ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὸ τοῦτο τέλοε, ἡ ἐνέργεια καὶ H πρᾶξις, 

ἐξωτερικοῖς λόγοις} Sec note οἴ, 1.3. 9. Eustrat. has—¢bwrepuoie 
δ᾽ ὀνομόζει λόγονε οὗν ἔξω τε λογικῆς παραδόσεωε κοινῶς τὰ πλήθη φασί. 

ἡ μετὰ λόγον Eis] μετὰ λόγον is opposed to ἄλογοι in Met. Θ. 2. 
1046 b, 2, and is really = λογικόν, as that adjective is used by the 
later Aristotelians in the sense of * rational.’ 


διὸ οὐδὲ περιέχεται ὑπ᾽ ἀλλήλων] Ramsauer remarks that this ix 
inconsistent with vi. 2. 5—alrm (ἡ πρακτική) γὰρ καὶ τῇς ποιητικῆς ἄρχει, 
and thinks that the writer of the present chapter cannot have had 
ch. 2. § § before him. 


ξ 8. ὅπερ] ‘A logical formula implying identity or convertibility 
of terms” (Grant), Eustrat. ad /oc, has—ri δὲ ὅπερ δηλοῦν κεῖται τὸ 
οὐσιωδῶς κατηγορεῖσθαι τῆς οἰκοδομικῆς τὴν τέχνην, καὶ τὸν ὁρισμὸν αὐτῆς" 
ὧν εἴ vie λέγει τὸν ἄνθρωπόν τι ἐῷον εἶναι, καὶ ὅπερ οὐσία τιε ἔμψυχον 
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οἱσθητνκή" διὰ τὸ καὶ μέροο εἶναι τοῦ ζῴον τὸν ἄνθρωπον ὧς εἶδον εἰ yivor 1240 &. 7. 
τὸ daw ἀναφερόμενον᾽ ἕκαστον γὰρ τῶν εἰδῶν ὅπερ τί ἐστε τὸ γίνος αὐτοῦ" 
τοῦ ὅπερ δηλοῖντοι τὴν οὐσιώδη κυτηγορέαν τοῦ γένονε κατὰ τοῦ dove’ καὶ 
be τοῦτόν ἐστιν εἰπεῖν ὅπερ τί ζῷον εἶναι τὸν ἄνθρωπον, καὶ ὅπερ τινὰ οὐσίαν. 
ἔκψυχον αἰσθητικῆν, οὕτω καὶ τὴν οἰκοδομικὴν ταὐτὸν εἰπεῖν εἶναι τέχνην 
τινά, καὶ ὅπερ ἕξιν τινὰ μετὰ λόγου ποιητικήν, doe τοῦ ὅρου τούτου ἐξεσάζοντον, 
πρὸς τὴν τέχνην κοὶ ἀντισνρίφοντου. See note on vii. 13,1 ὅπερ, Ὁ. ὅ, 

μετὰ λόγου ἀληθοῦς] Where we have τέχνῃ, as distinguished from 5. 10, 
ἀτεχνία (see below, § 6), the calculation, or λόγον, which Bulvous 
ποιητική goes through, consists of ideas following one another in the 
frue order—7. εἰ in the order of the steps which wetually constitute 
“the making” of the thing. 

§ 4. περὶ γένεσιν) See An. Post. ii, 19, 100 ἃ, 8 (τὸ καθόλου) τέχνης a 11. 
ἀρχὴ καὶ ἐπιστήμης, div μὲν περὶ γένεσιν τέχνηι, ἐὰν δὲ περὶ τὸ by, ἐπιστῇς 
pas, Bat φύσις is also περὶ γένεσιν : accordingly, to define the pro~ 
vince of νέχνη, it is necessary to ndd—as the writer does here—tv 
ἡ ἀρχὺ ἐν τῷ ποιοῦντι ἀλλὰ μὴ ἦν τῷ ποιουμένῳ : of Met, A. 3. 1070 ἃ. 
ἢ ἢ μὲν οὖν τέχνη ἀρχὴ ἐν ἄλλῳ, ἡ δὲ φύσις ἀρχὴ ἐν αὐτῷ : Pays. it. 8. 
199 b. 28 εἰ any ἐν τῷ ξύλῳ ἡ ναυπηγικῆ, ὁμοίωε ἂν φύσει 
Enstratlus has the following note here—for: γὰρ ἰδεῖν καὶ τὴν φύσιν 
περὶ γέσιν ἐνεργοῦσαν, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ μὲν φύσιε ἑντὸν οὖσα καὶ διὰ τῶν σωμάτων 
χοροῦσα obras ἐν αὐτοῖς ἐνεργεῖ, ἡ δὲ τέχνη οὐκ ἐντὸρ οὖσα ἀλλ᾽ ἐκτὸρ τῶν 
᾿'σωμάτων περὶ ἃ καταγίνεται, οὕτως ἐν αὐτοῖν ἐνεργεῖ, καὶ οὕτως αὐτοῖς τὰ 
τεχνητὰ εἴδη ἐντίθησιν" ἐκτὸς γὰρ ἡ ἀνδριαντοποιητικὴ τοῦ χαλκοῦ, καὶ 5 
τεκτονεκὴ τοῦ ξύλον" ἐν τοῖο rexeirme δ᾽ οὖσαι καὶ ἄμφω, οὕτω κινοῦσι τὰ 
ὑπιυίμενα, διὸ καὶ ἐκτὸς αὐτῶν κατὰ τὴν ἐπιφάνειαν τὰ εἴδη περιτιθέασιν. 


καὶ τὸ τεχνάζειν not θεωρεῖν] Bek., Fritzsche, Rams., and Susem., 
following Muretus, bracket the second καί, Muretus says: ‘deleo 
καΐ, ubi enim docuit quid sit τέχνη, statim addit quid sit τεχνάζειν." 

ξ δ, ἐπεὶ δὲ ποίησις... πράξεως εἶναι] Rassow (Forsch. p. 43} 5. 10. 
brackets this sentence as an interpolation. 


καὶ τρόπον τινὰ περὶ τὰ αὐτά ἐστιν ἡ τύχη καὶ ἡ τέχνη] τύχῃ and a 17. 
πρᾶξις {ποίησιν or τέχνη being included under πρᾶξις, δος 2... vi. 2, 
5) Operate in the same sphere, viz. in that of τὰ κατὰ προαίρεσιν yry- 
γόμενα Geert τοῦ (see Phys. il, 5. 196 b. 18). Where ἢ man uses his 
to do or make something, he generally succeeds—i ¢. 
the result which follows is caused by him. But sometimes a result 
(good or bad) which he did not contemplate makes its appearance. 


"π΄. 


42 BOOK VI: CHAP. 4: §§ 5, 6. 


Ἅ.40 a. 17, Of this Chance is the cause. He ploughs in order to raise a crop, 


and he turns up a treasure—‘by chance’: see Phys. ti. 5. 197 & 
5 δῆλον ἄρα ὅτι ἡ τύχῃ αἰτία κατὰ συμβεβηκὸν ἐν τοῖς κατὰ προαίρεσιν aw 
ἕνεκά του, διὸ περὶ τὸ αὐτὸ διάνοια καὶ τύχη" ἥ γὰρ προαίρεσις οὖκ ἄνευ 
διανοίαφ : ii 6, 19 Ὁ. « ἡ μὲν γὰρ τύχη καὶ τὸ ἀπὸ τύχηι ἐστὶν ὅσοιε καὶ τὸ 
εὐτυχῆσοι ἂν ὑπάρξειεν καὶ ὅλως πρᾶξις. διὸ καὶ ἀνάγκη περὶ τὰ πρακτὰ εἶναι 
τὴν τύχην" σημεῖον δ' ὅτι δοκεῖ ἤτοι ταὐτὸν εἶναι τῇ εὐδαιμονίᾳ ἡ εὐτυχία ἡ ἐγγύε, 
ἡ δ᾽ εὐδαιμονία πρᾶξιε ris’ εὐπραξία γάρ, ὥσθ᾽ ὁπόσοιε μὴ ἐνδέχεται πρᾶξαι, 
οὐδὲ τὸ ἀπὸ τύχης τι ποιῆσαι, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο οὔτε ἅψυχον οὐδὲν οὔτε θηρίον 
οὔτε παιδίον οὐδὲν ποιεῖ ἀπὸ τύχηε, ὅτε οὐκ ἔχοι προαΐρεσιν' οὐδ᾽ εὐτυχία οὐδ᾽ 
ἀτυχία ὑπάρχει τούτοις, εἰ μὴ καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητα, Τύχῃ and πρᾶξιο (the latter 
including ποίησιε) are thus περὶ τὰ αὐτά, τύχη operating irregularly to 
produce or frustrate results which πρᾶξις produces regularly. There 
is a special sense, however, in which τύχη and τέχνη {τόχνη being dis~ 
tinguished from mpagis) may be said to be περὶ τὰ αὐτά. Τύχη seems 
to cooperate with and favour {δστερξε) τέχνη, as it does not favour 
πρᾶξιε. This is because πρᾶξιε is a more perfect expression of 
reason, or the organising principle, than riym. Πρᾶξις is the 
realisation of the rational personality itself, But τέχνη realises 
its good in an external ἔργον, and the «ἴδον which it imposes on. 
‘pis only a surface form—very different from the forms, 
penetrating to the very heart of the ὕλη, which dims and ἀρετῇ 
produce (of, £., ii, δ. 9 ἢ & ἀρετὴ mane τέχνης ἀκριβεστόρα καὶ 
ἀμείνων ἐστὶν ὥσπερ καὶ ἡ iow: Met, A. 3. 1070 a. 7 ἡ μὲν οὖν τέχνη 
ἀρχὴ ἐν ἄλλῳ, ἡ δὲ φύσει ἀρχὴ ἐν αὐτῷ). Τέχνη is a weak principle 
which cannot succeed unless the underlying ὕλη-- τῆς element of 
irrationality and accident—be favourable. Thus its greatest 
triumphs are often unexpected. ‘The exigency of a thyme suggests 
a beautiful turn of thought; ‘a mere accident’ gives the world 
ἃ great mechanical invention, But though, for this reason, τέχνῃ 
Owes more to τύχη than πρᾶξις docs, we must not forget that the 
highest πρᾶξιε--- οὐδαιμονία, needs εὐτυχία, and that the fundamental 
mpigs—the physical life of plant and animal—is often most vigorous 
when some ‘accidental’ variation has given a new direction to 
inherited tendency. 


5. 3... 8.6. ἡ δ' ἀτεχνία τοῦναντίον μετὰ λόγου ψευδοῦς ποιητικὴ Fis] 


When the unskilfol man tries to make something, he realises the 
steps of the operation ‘falsely.’ He goes to work ‘in the wrong: 
way. 


BOOK Vi: CHAP.3: § 1. 43 


CHAPTER V. 


ARGUMENT. 


Prudence comes west: in order to understand what it is, let ws look at 
the charecteristics of the people who aredecmed prudent. It would appear to be 
chewracteristic of rhe prudent man 10 be able to deliberate well about the things 
that are good and expedient for hirsself, wot in the narrow sense of good 
Sor health or strength, Sut in the general sense of good for the life of the woble 
sitisen, Nowe mo wean deliberates about things which are necessarily what they 
are, ror about things which it ἐλ not in Ais own power to ds, Accordingly 
prudence will mot be sciewce, er ari—not science, because its object—ihat which 
ἐν Menem is contingent ; not art, because making and doing are gewerivally dis 
Hiact, Jt γουναῖνα, them, thal peudance is the faculty of reasoning truly where 
something is heim dove, its sphere being that of man's good and ceil. Fhe end 
A doing ἐν wok seesething different from the doing; it is welledoing ; whervas 
the ond of wating is something different from the process of making. Pericles 
soap be tober az an crampve of the priced man, as popularly understeod—the 
σκιάν ωᾶν Aas the farmity of seeing what is good for himself and for others im the 
State and the fawily. Elence too omppooirn seis its name ἀσὸ τοῦ σῴζειν τὴν 
φρόνησιν, becanse it * preserves” a man's conception of what ἐν good—a concep- 
sian, or principle, which differs from a scientific comception, or princific, 
te being distorted avd wittstet by plearure and fain—for im conduct the 
ered winacd at ἐν the principis, and the man who has been vitiated by pleasure or 
pitine ὧν, decavise 99 tatiated, blind to the good end. Prudence, then, ἐγ a vatvonal 
Aatit, which formes true conceptions about what is good for man, awd isues ive 
wiorel action, ft tz a wirtme or excellence, not an art ; for we speak of excel- 
deme in art, but wet of excellence in prudence ; and in art voluntary ervor ἐξ 

than iaveluntary, whereas in the sphere of pendence and of the moral 


virtues error iz worn, It is reellonce of that division of the 
rational part of the soul, which forms opinions, or deals with probabilitics. 
Bout it ἦν mast merely  ratéenal habit: fora merely rational habit may be fost ; 
det prvedenee is never iat, 


ἘΠῚ From hence onwards the Sixth Book may be thought to 11400 24, 


Justify better its place in an Ethical Treatise. It will now be con- 
cemed mainly with Reason as ‘the Moral Faculty’; but sce note 
on ch, 1. ἐξ 1-4. 

περὶ δὲ $porjjeeus] Grant has an important note here, in which 
he traces the history of the doctrine of φρόνησις down to the form 
which it takes in this Book:—' Plato (Péaedo 79 Ὁ) identified the 


i 


1140 0, 24, 


a 28, 


8, 90, 


5.31. 
5. 85. 
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moral consciousness with philosophy’—7.¢. he made φρόνησιε, 
identical with eopia—' With Aristotle φρόνησις was gradually coming 
to assume its distinctive meaning, as practical wisdom,’ being 
described in the Politics T. 2, 1277 Ὁ. 25 as ‘the only virtue 
properly belonging to a ruler’—a¢ as ‘practical wisdom, bat in 
ἃ brond general sense with reference to state affairs rather than to 
individual life’: while ‘in the present Book we have the Eudermian 
exposition and development of Aristotle's theory, which entirely 
contrasts φρόνησιν with σοφία, and limits the former to the regulation 
of individual life’ See also Grant’s £vhics, Essay ill. vol. ἡ. p. 194- 
T cannot agree with Grant that in this Book φρόνησιν is limited to 
the regulation of individual life; nor do I think that in the Poliféer 
it is denied to the individual as managing for himself his own 
private affairs—(if this is the import of Grant's remark, quoted 
above, on ite place in the Politics), but only to the individual, gad 
ἀρχόμενος. We shall have opportunities, however, of returning to 
these points in subsequent notes. 


θεωρήσαντες τίνας λέγομεν τοὺς φρονίμους] For this method of 
enquiry Fritesche compares EV, iv, 3, 2 διαφέρει δ᾽ οὐδὲν τὴν ἕξιν 
fj τὸν κατὰ σὴν ὅξιν σκοπεῖν. 


πρὸς τὸ εὖ ζῆν ὅλω5} Cf ZN. vi. 9.7 πρὸε τὸ τέλοε τὸ ἁπλῶς. 
Bekker omits ὅλων with Κῦ, All other MSS, read it (or ὅλων), As 
I have had occasion to remark before, the omissions of KY count 
for little; and Rassow (Forsch. p, 62) is undoubtedly right whem 
he says—'‘ dor, das kaum entbebrlich ist, hitte Bekker meiner 
Ansicht nach aufnehmen sollen. Vgl. p. 1141 ἃ, 12 ebm δέ tome 
σοφοὺς οἰόμεθα ὅλως, οὐ κατὰ épor, οὐδ᾽ ἄλλο τι auxpots.” 


ξ 3. dv μή ἐστι τέχνη], because τέχνη is concerned with ποίησις, 
not with mpage, 

§ 8. βουλεύεται 8 οὐθεὶς κιτλι] See E.N, iii. 3. 

per ἀποδείξεως Sce note on ch. 3, § 2 ἐπιστήμη, b. 18. 


ὧν 8 αἱ ἀρχαὶ ἐνδέχονται ἄλλως τούτων μή ἐστιν ἀπόδειξις] 
See Am, Posh be 4.73 % 21 ἐπεὶ δ' ἀδύνατον ἄλλων ἔχειν οὗ ἐστὶν 
ἐπιστήμη ἀπλῶε, ἀναγεαῖον ἂν εἴη τὸ ἐπιστητὸν τὸ κοτὰ τὴν ἀποδεισικὴν 
ἐπιστήμην, ἀποδεικτικὴ δ᾽ ἐστιν ἦν ἔχομεν τῷ ἔχειν ἀπόδειξιν ἐξ ἀναγεοίων 
ἄρα συλλογισμόν ἐστιν ἡ ἀπόδειξιε. 
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πάντα γὰρ ἐνδέχεται καὶ ἄλλως ἔχειν] ἡ εἰ all conclusions frow cow 2140 0.96. 


| Premisses are contingent; sec Eustrat.—mirra τὰ ἐξ ἐνδεχο- 
μένων ἀρχῶν συναγόμενα συμπεράσματα ἐνδέχεται καὶ ἄλλως ἔχειν᾽ τοῦτο δ᾽ 
οὖκ ἐστὸν ἀπόδειξιτ᾽ τὰ γὰρ ἀποδεικτικῶς συμπεραινόμενα ἄλλως ἔχειν obe 
ἐνδέχεται, The parenthesis beginning with πάντα, which Fritzsche, 
‘Michelet, Susemihl, and Bywater close with ἔχειν, ought, as in 
Bekker’s text, t0 include καὶ οὐκ ἔστε βουλεύσασθωι περὶ τῶν ἐξ 
ἀνάγκης ὅντων, for, as Ramsauer points out, if these words belonged 
to the protasis, we should have jj, not οὐ, 


δξ 4-8] In these §§ the order is very confused. The following Ὁ. 4. 


rearrangement is offered, not as a reconstruction of the text as it 
‘may have originally stood, but as an attempt to make the meaning 
of the passage, as we now have it, clearer. It will be seen that 
Tam indebted to Rassow (see Morsch. pp. 43-45, and 30-31), and 
to Susemihl (app. crit. ad /ee:), although I have ventured to take a 
line of my own:—1140 b. 3... ὅτι ἄλλο τὸ γένος πράξεων καὶ ποιήσεωο, 
τὴν μὲν γὰρ ποίσεοι ὅτορον τὸ σέλοε, τῆς δὲ πράξοοε obe ἂν ah ἔστε γὰρ 
αὐτὴ ᾧ εὐπραξία rion, ἀλλὰ μὴν τέχνην μὲν ἔστιν ἀρετή, φρονήσεωε δ᾽ 
οὐκ ὕστεν" καὶ ἐν μὲν τέχνῃ ὁ ἑκὼν ἁμαρτάνων αἱρετώτερον, περὶ δὲ φρόνησιν 
ἦττον, ὥσπερ κοὶ περὶ τὸς δριτάρ, δῆλον οὖν ὅτι ἀρετή mee ἐστὶ καὶ οὐ 
τέχνῃ. δυοῖν δ' ὄντοιν μεροῖν τὴν ψυχῇν τῶν λόγον ἐχόντων, θατέρου ἂν εἴη 
ἀρετῇ, τοῦ δοξαστικοῦ" ἥ τε γὰρ δόξα περὶ τὸ ἐνδεχόμενον ἄλλως ἔχειν καὶ ἢ 
φρόνησις. ὥστ᾽ ἀνάγκη τὴν φρόνησιν ἕξιν εἶναι μετὰ λόγου ἀληθῆ (ληθυῦν ὃ) 
περὶ τὰ ἀνθρώπινι ἀγαθὰ πρακτικῆν, διὰ τοῦτο Περικλέα καὶ τοῦς τοιούτουν 
φρονίμονε οἰόμεθα εἶνοι, ὅτι τὰ αὐτοῖο ὀγαθὰ cai τὰ τοῖς ἀνθρώποιε δύνανται 
θεωρεῖν" εἶναι δὲ τοιούτους ἡγούμεθα τοὺς οἰκονομικοὺς καὶ τοὺς πολιτικούς, 
ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδ' ἔξιε μετὰ λόγου μόνον" σημεῖον δ' ὅτε λήθη τῆν μὲν τοιαύτης 
Hews ἔστι, φρονήσεως 8 οὐκ ἔστιν, ἔνθεν καὶ τὴν σωφροσύνην τούτη 
προσαγορεύομεν τῷ ὀνόματι, bs σῴζουσαν τὴν φρόνησιν" σῴζει δὲ τὴν 
τοιούτην ὑπόληψιν. οὐ γὰρ ἅπασαν ὑπόληψιν διαφθείρει οὐδὲ διαστρέφει. 
τὰ ἡδὺ καὶ λυπηράν, οἷον ὅτι τὸ τρίγωνον δύο ὄρθὰε ἔχει ἢ οὐκ ἔχει, ἀλλὰ 
τὰν πυρὶ τὸ πρακτόν. αἱ μὲν γὸρ ἀρχαὶ τῶν πρακτῶν τὸ οὗ ὄνεκα τὰ πρακτά, 
τῷ δὲ διεφθαρμόνῳ δι᾽ ἡδονὴν ἡ λύπην εὐθὺς οὐ φαίνεται ἀρχὴ, οὐδὲ δὲν 
τούτον ἕνεκεν οὐδὲ διὰ τοὐδ᾽ εἰρεῖσθαι πάντα καὶ πράττειν" ἔστι γὰρ 4 κακία 
 φδαρτιὴ ἀρχῆε. The points in the foregoing rearrangement which 
‘T would call attention to are—{r) one of the Avo clauses in which 
φρόνησις is defined is omitted—viz. that in § 4, which differs from 
that in § 6 in adding καὶ cand, and in having ἀληδῇ in a position in 
which it would be difficult το read dAnBois: (2) τέχνη and φρόνησις 
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1140 Ὁ. 4. are contrasted in ἃ continuous passage; and (3) the statement 
ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδ᾽ ἕξιν μετὰ λόγου μόνον, with the σημεῖον.--ὅτι λήδη φρονῇς 
σεων oid ἔστι, is brought into close connexion with the passage 
which explains the function of the moral dis, σωφροσύνη, in ‘pre~ 
serving’ the ἀληθὴρ ὑπόληψιν of the intellect περὶ τὰ ἀνθρώπινα ἀγαθά. 
‘This rearrangement professes merely to make §§ 4-8 read more 
evenly. About the causes of their present uncvenness—omissions, 
interpolations, transpositions, or double versions—I forbear tw 
speculate. 


bb, §4 ἕξιν ἀληθῆ] Rassow (Forsch. pp. 44, 45) calls attention to 
this strange conjunction. The definition of τέχνη at the end of 
ch. 4 is Fue rie μετὰ λόγον ἀληθοῦς mowrenh: 80 we Ought to have 
here ὅξιν μετὰ λόγου ἀληϑοῦ πρακτικήν. In § 6, however, ἀληδοῦς is 
supported by good authority (Ὁ) and ought, 1 believe, to be read, 
The definition given here in § 4, with its καὶ κακά (an addition sup- 
ported neither by § x, nor by § 5), and its ἀληϑῆ placed where 
ἀληθοῦς would be unnatural, seems to be a late interpolation due 
to some one who thought proper to show that φρόνησιν is a δξις 
μετὰ λόγου fr οὐκ dors λήθη, by defining it as a ἕξις ἀ--ληϑης μετὸ 
λόγον, 

b.6, τερον τὸ τέλος] See AL AL. i. 34. 1197 ἃ. 4, quoted above in 
note ON Vii 4. 2. 1140 ἃ, 2. 

7. ob ἂν εἴη] The corruption οὐκ dei is given by M> and accepted 
hy Eustratius and Michelet, who explain that there are some 
πράξεις OF πρακτικυὶ τέχναι with ends which, though not ἔργα like the 
ends of the ποιητικαὶ τέχνοι, are still subservient to higher ends—as, 
eg. the immediate end of riding is subordinate to victory. 


b.8. ἢ δ. Περικλέα] Surely this is against Grant’s view (note on vi, 
γε quoted above ad Joc.) that the developed theory of the Sixth 
Book ' limits φρόνησις to the regulation of individual life’ Indeed, 
in his note on the present §, Grant refers us to his note on ch. 8. 
§ 1, which treats of ‘the connection established by Eudemus 
between thought (fe. ¢pdmows) for the individual, for the family, 
and for the state,” 


Ὁ. 10. οἰκονομικούς] CCC has the strange blunder οἰκουμενικούεν 


Ὁ Τὰ Rit is 9. 13662. 20 however we βαρ. φρόνησις δ' ἐστὶν ἀρετὴ διανοίαι, 
“ἰδ ν ἃ βυνλιῤοσθοι ϑέναντει τι ἀγκθῶν καὶ μαχῶν τὸν εἰρημένων οἱ οὔδει 
μενίαν. 
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τὴν σωφροσύνην... ὡς σῴζουσαν τὴν φρόνησιν) The editors quote 
Plato, Ογαῤνίκε 41τι E σωφροσύνη δὲ σωτηρία ob νῦν δὴ ἐσκέμμεθα, 
Φρονήσεων.. 


$6. τὴν τοιαύτην ὑπόληψιν] τὴν περὶ τὰ ἀνθρώπῳ ἀγαθὰ κυταγινυ- 
μένην ἢ τὰ κακὰ (Enstratius), Pleasure and pain are the influences 
which interfere with the maintenance of that moral balance of 
which φρόνησις is the consciousness. Σωφροσύνη, then, being the 
maintenance of the balance, gud endangered by the most pressing 
pleasures and pains, will ‘ preserve’ φρόνησιε in τι special manner. 
The wide Platonic conception of σωφροσύνη, however, a8 the 
ὁμόνοια Of all the parts of the soul, seems also to be present to the 
writer's mind here, as well as the narrower Aristotelian conception 
Of it as μεσότῃν περὶ σωματικὸς ἡδονὰς καὶ Nomar. Cf, with the doctrine 
of this paserge that of £..N. 1, g—that the man whose πάθη are 
ποῖ under moral control does not * know’ what is right and what 
is wrong, and that therefore (since πᾶσα διδαστωλία καὶ πᾶσα μάθησις. 
διανοητικὴ de προῦπαρχοῦσην γίνετοι γνώσεων) we must not begin to 
train him by the way of the intellect—rje πολιτικῆς οὖς ὄστιν οἰκεῖος 
Gapourje ὁ νέον Grupos γὰρ τῶν κατὰ τὸν βίον πράξεων... ἔτι δὲ rvie 
wider ἀκολουθητικὸς ὧν ματαίως ἀεούσεται τοὶ ἀνωφελῶς . . . . τοῖς 
τοιούτοις ({ ε. τοῖς κατὰ midor ζῶσιν) ἀνόνητος ἢ γνῶσις γίνεται, καθάπερ, 
τοῦ ἀκρονόσων τοῖς δὲ κοτὰ λόγον τὰς ὀρέξεις ποιουμένοις καὶ πράττουσε 
πολυωφιλὸν ἂν εἴη τὸ περὶ τούτων εἰδέναι--- Κ΄, N. i, 3. §§ 6-Ί. It is 
only the " good man’ who is φρόνιμον, because the ' knowledge’ in 
virtue of which a man is called φρόνιμος is knowledge conducive 
to right action—knowledge upon which a man és prepared to act. 
‘The ‘knowledge’ with which the dxparjs is credited is only 
formally ‘knowledgs':—ob τῷ «idiom μόνον φρόνιμον ἀλλὰ καὶ τῷ 
πρακτικήφ᾽ ὁ δ᾽ ἀερατὴς οὐ πραετιεύε (FN. vil. το. 2). But know- 
ledge which does not call for action—olv» ὅτι τὸ τρίγωνον ark —is 
accessible to good and bad men indifferently. In short, knowledge 
‘ofan environment we ascribe only to the being which corresponds 
with that environment :—é σπουδαῖος ἕκαστα κρίνει ὀρθῶν, καὶ ἐν 
ἑκάστοις τἀληδὲς αὐτῷ φαίνετοι (ENV. ili, 4. 4). 


δύο ὀρθάς} sc, γωνίαν, 


αἵ μὲν γὰρ ἀρχαΐ κτλ of EN, vi. 22. 10 οἱ γὰρ συλλογισμοὶ τῶν b, 


πρακτῶν ἀρχὴν ἔχοντές εἰσιν, ἐπειδὴ τοιόνδε τὸ τέλος καὶ rd ἄριστον, 
ὀτιδήποτε ὧν {ἔστω γὰρ λόγον χάριν τὸ τυχόν)" τοῦτο δ᾽ εἰ μὴ τῷ ἀγαθῷ, οὐ 


1401, 


ν..8. 
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IMO. 16, φαίνεται" διοστρέφει γὰρ ἡ μοχθηρία καὶ διαψεύδεσθαι ποιεῖ περὶ τὸν 


πρακτικὸς dpyis, ὥστε φανερὸν ὅτι ἀδύνατον φρόνιμον εἶναι μὴ ὄντα 
ἀγαθόν, 


bat ἃ 7. τέχνης μὲν ἔστιν ἀρετή, φρονήσεως 8° οὐκ ἔστιν] The Paraph. 


b, 20, 


Heliodorus has—rix μὲν τέχνης ἔστε καὶ κακία καὶ ἀρετῇ" καὶ γὰρ 
δυνατὸν καὶ ἀγαθὸν εἶναι τεχνίτην καὶ πονηρόν; φρονήσεως δὲ οὔτε κακίᾳ 
ἔστιν (ἀδύνατον γὰρ φρόνιμόν τινα φαῦλον εἶναι) οὔτε dper}. αὐτὴ γάρ, 
ἐστιν ἀρετή; ἀρετὴ δὲ ἀρετὴν οὐκ ἔστιν, οὐ γὰρ μεσότης μεσότητον: of; 
MMi i. 34. 1197 16 ἔστιν δ' ἡ φρόνησις ἀρετῆ, ὧν δόξειεν ἄν, οὔκ 
ἐπιστήμη (= τέχνη here). ἐπαινετοὶ γάρ εἰσιν οἱ φρόνιμοι, ὁ δ' ἔπαινος, 
ἀρετῆτ. ἔτι δ' ἐπιστήμης μὲν πάσης ἀρετὴ ἔστιν, φρονήσεως δὲ ἀρετὴ otk 
ἔστιν, ἀλλ᾽ ὧν ἔοικεν, οὐτό τί ἐστιν ἀρετή, 

καὶ ἐν μὲν τέχνῃ ὁ ἑκών «ν΄. περὶ τὰς ἀρετάς] The editors refer 
to Md. 4, 29, 1025 a. 6, where the paradox τὸν ἐνόντα φᾶῦλον 
διλαίω, maintained in Hipp. Min. 373 Ὁ, is criticised. The 
Aristotelians seem to miss Plato's point when he says that itis 
better to do injustice voluntarily than to do it involuntarily. They 
tell him ‘that the analogy of the arts does not apply to the virtues. 
The man who voluntarily spells incorrectly is indecd a better 
speller than the man who involuntarily spells incorrectly (see Xen. 
Mam, iv. 2.20 πότερον δὲ γραμματικώτερον κρίνεις be ἂν ἑκὼν μὴ ὀρθῶς 
γράφῃ καὶ ἀνογιγνώσκῃ, ἢ bs ἄκων; ὃν ἂν ἑκών); but voluntarily to 
keep back money one owes is worse than to do so unwittingly.” 
Surely Plato did not wish to dispute this truth, Voluntarily to 
keep back money, he would say, is worse, because it indicates 
“ignorance in the soul’ (Rep. 382 B) in the sense of a bad 
character, just as involuntarily to spell incorrectly is worse, because 
it indicates ‘ignorance in the soul’ in the sense of defective 
education or stupidity. But Plato put this paradoxically; he said 
that to do wrong voluntarily is better than to do so involuntarily. 
The Aristotelians, it would appear, either could not, or would not 
see that by ‘involuntarily’ he meant, not ‘in consequence of an 
accidental oversight,’ but ‘in consequence of moral blindness, or 
ignorance in the soul.’ His language is of course rather mislead- 
ing ; but he could not have really misled Aristotle. Aristotle must 
have seen that Plato was only making the distinction marked by 
the ἄγνοια ἡ καϑ' ἔνοστα and the ἄγνοια ἡ καθύλου Of EN. itis τ, τῇ» 


$8. δοβαστικοῦ τ-- λογιστικοῦ of ΑἹ, Δ, vie 1.6. Rossow (Fevsch, 
PP. 43» 44) finds the employment of δοξαστικάν for λογιστικάν incon 


ω 
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sistent with the manner in which dda is conceived, not only in 
other parts of the . Δι, but in this Book. In this Book it is 
βουλεύεσθοι, and not δοξόζειν, which is characteristic of the φρόνιμος = 
and the wide difference between δόξα and βουλή is seen in the 
chapter on εὐβουλία (vi. 9), where—r142 Ὁ. 13. § g—it is said καὶ yap 
ἡ Béga οὗ ζήτησιε ἄλλὰ φάσιε τιε ἤδη, ὁ δὲ βουλευόμενοε, ἐάν πε εὖ ἐάν τε καὶ 
κακῶς βουλεύηται, ζητεῖ τι καὶ λογίζεται. Further, to prove that φρόνησις, 
ἧς the doers of the δοξαστιαὸν μέροι, the writer of vi. 5. 8 ἀὐάς. ὅ re 
γὰρ δέβα περὶ τὸ ἐνδεχόμενον ἄλλως ἔχοιν eat ἡ φράνῃσιε: but this is 
inconsistent (Rassow thinks) with 2. N. iii, 2.10. τατα δι. 31 ἡ μὲν 
γὰρ δόξα δοκεῖ περὶ πάντα εἶναι, col οὐδὲν ἧττον περὶ τὰ ἀΐδια καὶ τὰ ἀδύνατα 
ἢ τὰ ἀῤ᾽ ὑμῖν. The term δοξαστινόν for λογιστικόν occurs again in 
this Book 1144 b, τα, vi.13. 2, in a context, however, which Rassow 
suspects to be of later origin. I cannot attach much weight to 
Rassow’s difficulties. Tt is true that the Jndex Arist. gives the 
term ξοξοστικόν = λογιστικόν a8 occurring only in these two places 
fn the Aristotelian Corpus; but it must be remembered that in 
υἱ, 40. 3 we find σύνεσις defined as consisting ἐν τῷ χρῆσθαι τῇ δόξῃ 
δαὶ τὸ ἀρίνειν περὶ τούτων περὶ ὧν ἡ φρόνησίε ἐστιν, and that τὸ δυξοστόν 
— the probable"—is the regular Aristotelian opposite of τὸ ἐπιστητάν = 
nor must we forget that the premisses of the Practical Syllogism 
are generally described as δόξαι (c.g. vii. 3.9) All this makes me 
think that Rassow goes too far when he accepts the occurrence of 
δοξουτεκόν = λογιστικόν here and in vi. 13. 2 as evidence for the in= 
terpolation of the respective contexts. It seems to me quite natura) 
that the writer of vi. 1. 6 should happen to substitute dofarriedy 
here and in vi. 13. 2 for λυγιστιοίν, With regard to Rassow's 
difficulty about the consistency of δοξαστικόν = λογιστικόν with Α΄. NV. 
iii, 2. 1o—-surely that passage does not mean that τὸ δοξαστόν as 
such is ever τὸ ἀίδιον τ it surely means only that, although ‘probable 
matter’ is the proper object of δόξα as distinguished from ἐπεστήμη, 
people are ready enough {o trespass into the region of necessary 
truth’ with their ‘unscientific opinions ’"—to offer ‘opinions’ about 
what ought not to be rhalter of opinion at all, but of “scientific 
Knowledge’ Lastly, as regards Rassow’s difficulry in connexion 
with BN. vi. 9. 3.1142 Ὁ, 13—it is true that δόξα (ἰ, ε. an opinion) 
is φάσιε nis,and βούλευσιε is ζήτησιε: but this does not imply that τὸ 
δυξοστικὸν μέρος gud χρώμενον τοῖο δόξω is not a faculty of ζήτησιε. 


σημεῖον 8 ὅτι λήθη κτλ] See note on vi, 3. 1. 1139 δ. 17. 
‘VOR. I rz 


140 b, 36, 


ν, 23, 
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CHAPTER VI 


Arcummnt. 


Since scientific knowledge is Anewledge derived by a discursive prscess From 
necessary principles, the derivation of these princigles themselves cannot be wise 
cursive; Chey cannot be scientifically demonstrated: nor car they be produced ira 
the mind by the operation of the making faculty, nor yet by that of the faculty 
of prudence—for they are necessary principles, and art and prudence have to de 
with contingencies: nor again can we say that Wisdom or Philosophy gives ws 
the principles of demonstrated or sctentific Knowledge this would be toe gemera 
« statement, for the philosopher does not merely apprehend principles, but draws 
comclusions from principles. Accordingly, in our list of the faculties by which, 
or ways im which, certain trwth is always aftainatmScience, Prudence, Wisom, 
and Reawn—Reatom only ramains as the faculty by which we obtain first 
principles. 

‘The argument of this chapter, as the editors note, is borrowed 
from An. Post. ii, 19, 100 b. δ, quoted in note on vi, 3. 3 b, 29. | 


40.381. $1. περὶ τῶν καθόλου ἐστὶν ὑπόληψις) ἀποδεικτικὴ ὀτιστήμη, with 


5.99. 


which, as distinguished from νοῦν, the present argument has to do, 
ἴ8 ὑπόληψιν περὶ τῶν ἐκ τῶν καθύλου--- 866 FE. N. vi. 3. 3 ὁ δὲ συλλογισμός, 
ἐκ τῶν καθόλου, These demonstrated truths are of course themselves 
κοθόλου καὶ ἀναγκαῖα, but it is awkward to begin ἃ chapter, intended 
to present the distinction between ἐπιστήμη and νοῦε, with words 
ascribing to the former a characteristic (τὸ περὶ τῶν καϑύλου ὑπόληψεν, 
dvat) which it shares with the latter, The ὑπόληψιν of the present 
pascage is ἡ διὰ συλλογισμοῦ of An. Post, i. 16.79 Ὁ. 29: see note 
on Vie 3. τ. 1139 bi 17 ὑπολήψει, 

μετὰ λόγου] Of An. Post. ii, 19. 100.4. 10 ἐπιστήμη δ᾽ ἅπασα perd 
λόγου ἐστί. Adyor is here = συλλογισμός, as again in FV. vi. 8. 9 
ὁ μὲν yop νοῦς τῶν ὅρων, ὧν οὐκ ἔστε Adygipand vi 11. 4 τῶν ἐσχάτων 
pots ἐστὶ καὶ οὐ λόγοε, 

τὴς ἀρχῆς τοῦ ἐπιστητοῦ οὔτ᾽ ἂν ἐπιστήμη εἴη! fe. ἀποδεικτικὴ 
ἐπιστήμη (with which alone the present argument is concerned— 
τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἐπιστητὸν ἀποδειατόν), for there is an ἀναπόδετατος ἐπιστήμῃ 
which gives ἀρχαί: see An. Post. i. 3. 75 ὃ. 18 ἡμεῖε δέ φαμεν οὔτ᾽ 
scar ἐπιστήμην ἀποδειετεκὴν εἶναι, ἀλλὰ τὴν τῶν ἀρέσων ἀναπόδεικτον. 
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τοῦ γὰρ σοφοῦ περὶ ἐνίων ἔχειν ἀπόδειξίν ἐστιν} se. the σοφός is the 1141 ς, 8, 
comprehensive genius who grasps scientific principles, and reasons 
from them, as explained in chapter 7. § 3. Σοφία ix not exclusively 
τῶν ἀρχῶν, We have to find the faculty which has to do with them 
exclusively. 

$2] Why ἰβ τέχνη omitted from this list, after having been a. 3. 
included in that given in chapter 3. § 1) Is it because τέχνῃ has 
been shown in chapter 5 to be a éfts je ἔστι AGO? Or doca 
ὀπιστήμη here include τέχνη Or have we the lists of two different 
writers? 


λείπεται νοῦν εἶναι τῶν ἀρχῶν) Grant says—'In following im-«.7- 
plicitly the passage above cited (An, Post. il. 19. 100 b. 5=15, 
which is to the effect that wis ἂν εἴη τῶν ἀρχῶν), Eudemus has 
ignored for the time the earlier part of the same chapter, in which 
‘Aristotle attributes the origin of aniversals rather to induction 
(Port, An. i. το, 100 b. 3). Also he is at variance with his own 
statement above ch. 3, § 3" I have pointed out in my note on 
ch, 3 δ 3 1139 Ὁ. 29 that ἐπαγωγὴ ἀρχή ἐστι καὶ τοῦ καθόλου and 
λείπεται νοῦν εἶναι τῶν ἀρχῶν can scarcely be inconsistent statements 
ἴα the Sixth Book of the Z¢hics, when Aristotle himself in the 
Ax. Post, wakes them both in the same context (An. Posh. ii. 19 

~ from 100 Ὁ. 3 to end of the chapter), ‘There is no inconsistency 
im saying at once that wir gives dpxat, and that ἐπαγωγή gives 
ἀρχαί, because νοῦν, as distinguished from αἴσθησι», is the faculty 
‘which man, as rational being, possesses of taking notice of that 
which is common in a number of particulars presented; and 
ἐπαγωγῇ is the process in which the particulars are presented. 


CHAPTER VIL. 


Ἀκούμεντ. 


Whew ὧν speak of the Wixom (σοφία) of a great artist like Phileas, we 
“man ty * Wesdswe’ rething but excellence in the particular art, * © * 
Picea tad the περι perfect of the schences or arts: accordingly, if a 
man ie tise,” ‘perfectly,’ he will know wot only scientific rerults 
¥ Wisdoes" is therefore Science crowned, as it were, with 

of results, anid grasp of principies, in the highest sphere. 
R2 
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It seoutd be absurd to make practical Anorwirdge higher than tpecwistion 
Amoroledge, unless Minn soore the highest object af kmoroledge im the nmaverse. 
The objects of practical Anowieige or Prudence, like the cousicéens af healthy 
wary: but the ubsolate trash, wshich* Wisdom” or philosophy approdends, στα" 
δὲ compared to! White’ or *Straight which is always the same. There are as 
many diferent kinds of Prudence,as there are classes of men ( pertape τοῦ enpht 
40 say, of anisvats) capable of secing te their own different interests, It ἐε plain, 
then, that we cannot identify Prudence and Wisdom without! falling ints the con- 
tradiction of ‘many hinds of Wislem—many kinds of Absolute Truth! But 
perhaps it may be argwed—Man és so far exalted above other creatures, that we 
‘may regerd bie peculiar kuman good ata thing sui generis and teuigue—as 
the best thing tn the universe, an absotute to be apprehended by the highart 
Por ap pede iudow,’ To thie it mest be replied, that man ἐξ met 
Aight in the universe the mature of the Heasenly Spheres és more divine 
than human nature. If the knowledge of man's peculiar Auman good be 
τ Wisdom, there will be * another kind of Wisdom,” concerned with the good 
‘tukich ts mare divine than man’s: but‘ another Rind of Wistom—anuther Rint 
of Absolute Truth’ is a contradiction in terms, ‘There is only ene Windom” 
—the exercise of the understanding and the reason in relation to the wltimate 
Truth. Indead, popular opinion recognises clearly enough the distinction 
between the spheres of ' Wisdom’ and * Pradince’ Anaxagoras and Thales 
are held ἐν be‘ wise men'— philosophers” with the knowledge of tinge Sigh 
and soriderful, bul ignorant of the useful truths of daily life which Pratence 


perceives, 

Prudence ts concerned with man's peculiar leman good in 0 far as that 
good cast δὲ made abject of éeliberasion, Indeed, deliberating well is the distin 
geishing function of the prudent man. No man deliberater about thing which 
ere necisrarily what they are, and cannot be changed, or about things which 
have no reference to a practical end. The man who‘ deliterater weil, ἐπ the 
strict sense of the expression, ἐξ he whose calculation enables Aim to Ait the 

tind best mark which man con aim αἱ -- ἐν realise as perfectly ar way be 
the ideal of she life of noble actiom. But Prudence has to de, wot merely with 
the ideal, or universal, but also with particulars. Prudence is @ habit which 
results ἔνε action, and action is concerned with particular things ἐν he dome = 
these particular things te be done, therefore, the prudent sas muvist knots as well 
ar the ideal. The analogy of an art like that of the physician shows ws Aew 
imporsant the knowledge of particulars st: an empiric kmosetodige ἐν mare wits 
ful than wee theory, without experience—it is hatter te hmews that ' chithen's 
‘flesh is digestible,’ than to know generally that *all light flesh is digestible, and 
‘nothing more. 

Since Prudence, thon, is mot mere theoretical Anowledye, but Anovoledge for the 
sake of moral acticn, and rince moral action invelues ax end or ideal for the 
sake of which particular things ave dome, to be prudent ἃ man mel Emo doth 
the wmiversal and the particulars: at any rate the particulars, But when we 
say—"at any rate the particulars) let us remember that even im sohat secmax to 
be Anowetidce of mere particulars there must atways be present some covsciowrmets 
of the | plan which the particulars reSserve, 
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οἵ this chapter of: Mel. A. 2. 982 a. 4 ἐπεὶ δὲ 


ὑποῦμεν, ταῦτ᾽ ἂν εἴη σκεπτέον, ἡ περὶ ποίαν αἰτίας, 
] ἐπιστήμη σοφία ἐστίν. εἰ δὴ λάβοι τιν τὰν ὑπολήψει 
ἔχομεν περὶ τοῦ σοφοῦ, τάχ᾽ ἂν ἐκ τούτου φανερὸν γόνοιτο μᾶλλον, 
δὴ πρῶτον μὲν ἐπίστασθαι πάντα τὸν σοφὸν ὡς ἐνδέχεται, μὴ 
ἕκαστον ἔχοντα ἐπιστήμην αὐτῶν" «ἴτω τὸν τὰ χαλεπὰ γνῶναι δυνάμενον, 
ἐν, τοῦτον συφόν (τὸ γὰρ αἰσθάνεσθαι 
Qh ῥᾷδιον καὶ οὐδὲν σοφόν) ἔτι τὸν ἀκριβέστερον καὶ τὰν 
{τῶν αἰτίων] σοφώτερον εἶναι περὶ πᾶσαν ἐπιστήμην" «οἱ 
davrije ἕνεκεν καὶ τοῦ εἰδέναι χάριν αἱρωτὴν οὖσαν. 
ΝΠ τυ σκατο κυ μὸν ἀσασενο 
Marder εἶναι συφίαν" οὐ γὰρ δεῖν ἑαντάττεσθαι τὸν σοφὸν 
ἀλλ᾽ ἐπιτάττειν, καὶ οὐ τοῦτον ἑτέρῳ πείθεσθαι, ἀλλὰ τούτῳ τὸν ἧττον. 
Ber eae veiw cheval Bote sel oie 
τούτων δὲ τὸ μὲν πάντα ἐπίστασθαι τῷ μάλιστ᾽ 
ἐπιστήμην ἀναγκαῖον imipyew* otros γὸρ οἷδὲ πων πάντα 
τὰ ὑποκείμενα, σχεδὸν δὲ καὶ χολεπώτατα ταῦτα γνωρίζειν τοῖς ἀνθρώποις, 
τὰ μάλιστα κοθύλον᾽ πορρωτώτω γὰρ τῶν αἰσθήσεών ἐστιν, ἀεριβέσταται 
δὲ τῶν ἐπιστημῶν αἱ μάλιστα τῶν πρώτων εἰσίν" αἱ γὰρ ἐξ ἐλαττόνων. 
ἀκριβέστεροι τῶν ἐκ προσθέσεως λαμβενομένων, οἷον ἀριθμητικὴ γεωμετρίαν. 
ὭΣ μὴν καὶ διδασκαλική γ ἡ τῶν αἰτιῶν θεωρητεκὴ μᾶλλον" οὗτοι γὰρ 
διλάσεουσιν οἱ vie airing λέγοντες περὶ ἑκάστου, τὸ δ᾽ εἰδέναι καὶ τὸ 
᾿ἐκίστασθοι αὑτῶν ἕνεκα pike? ὑπέρχει τῇ τοῦ μώλιστ' ἐπιοτητοὺ ἐπιστήμῃ" 
ὁ γὰρ ἐνίστασθαι δ davrd αἱρούμενοε τὴν μάλιστα ὑπιστήμην μόλιστα 
αἱρήσεται, 


τοιαύτῃ δ' ἐστὶν ἡ τοῦ μάλιστ᾽ ἐπιστητοῦ μάλιστα δ' ἐπιστητὰ 
τὰ πρῶτα καὶ τὰ αἴτια διὰ γὰρ τοῦτα καὶ ἐκ τούτων τἄλλα γνωρίζεται, ἀλλ᾽ 
οὗ τοῦτα διὰ τῶν ὑποκοιμένων. ἀρχικωτάτη δὲ τῶν ἐπιστημῶν, καὶ μᾶλλον: 
“ris ὑπηρετούσην, ἡ γνωρίζουσα τίνος ἕνεκέν ἐστι πρακτέον ἕκαστον" 
τοῦτο δ' ἐτὶ τὀγιδὲν ἐν ἐκώστοι, ὅλωι δὲ τὸ ὄριστον ἐν τῇ Φύσει πάσῃ. 

οὖν τῶν εἰρημένων ἐπὶ τὴν αὐτὴν ἐπιστήμην πίπται τὸ ζητούμενον 
ὅνομα' δᾶ γὰρ ταύτην τῶν πρώτων ἀρχῶν καὶ αἰτιῶν εἶναι θεωρητικήν" καὶ 
γὰρ τὐγαδὸν καὶ τὸ οὗ ἕνεκα ἦν τῶν αἰτίων ἐστίν. According to this 
Ο account σοφία is the science of first causes. This is not incon- 
at with the view of the writer of £. WV. vi—Bei dpa τὸν σοφὸν. 
ὧν ἀρχῶν εἰδέναι, ἀλλὰ καὶ περὶ τὰρ ἀρχὰς ἀληϑεύειν 


‘Ramsaver, reading τε, and failing to find any conjunction 
to it (sina δέ rwas in § 2, 1. 12 he regards as answering 


ἐς & ee] LY MY have ἕν γε, and Cambr, and Ald. have ἐν 1.4} α. 9, 


dla 0. 


5.10. 


"15. 


Pete 
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to ἐντοῖθα μέν in § τ, 1. rr), conjectures that the quotation from the 
Meargtles was followed by a clause containing illustrations of the 
ascription of σοφία to of ὠκριβέστατοι τὰς ἐπιστήμαφ, ab distinguished 
from οἱ ἀκριβ, τὰς τέχνας. As the text now stands, the argument 
conducting to ὥστε δῆλον 1, 16 is, he thinks, defective. It is 
possible that something has fallen out before ὥστε δῆλον, but the 
anacoluthia noted by Ramsauer need not be regarded as pointing 
to such a supposition: δέ often answers to re in Aristotle and the 
best writers (gee Eucken de Arzst, dicen’ ralione: pars prima, 
de particularum usu, pp. 16, 17, and Fritzsche on BLN. viii. 14. 4 
and ix. xx, 1), and εἶναι δέ τινας, though answering, so far as 
regular form is concerned, to the nearer ἐνταῦθα μέν, may well 
answer also, per anacoluthiam, to ἕν re ταῖς τέχναις τοῖν ἀκριβεστάτοιε 
τὸς τέχνας (to which indeed ἐνταῦθα μέν relates), The two facts— 
that σοφία is ascribed both (re) to those who are perfect in some 
art, and (δέ) to those who are capable in the general sense (δλωε), 
seem to me to be sufficient to warrant the conclusion ὥστε δῆλον. 
ὅτι ἀκριβεστάτη ἂν τῶν ἐπιστημῶν εἴη ἡ σοφία. 

‘An examination of the articles σοφία and σοφός in Liddell and 
‘Scolt shows (1) that any one who excelled his fellows as a carpenter, 
charioteer, pilot, soothsayer, sculptor, and especially as a poet 
‘or musician, was called copds; (2) thet a man with natural 
abilities was distinguished as σοφόν from ὁ μαθὼν who owes all 
to teaching : (3) that σοφόν was applied like φρόνιμοε to the man 
who was wise in matters of common life—ey. the seven sages 
were called σοφοί: and (4) that the application of the term was 
restricted by the philosophers to those who were skilled in the 
sciences, learned, profound, wise, 


AxpiBeordros] On ἀκρίβεια, see note on i, 7. 18; also Grant's 
note on that §, 


οἷον φειδίαν} ‘sc. Méyorres : quod ¢ verbo ἀποδίδομεν elici potest’ 
Rams. 


ξ 2. σοφοὺς οἰόμεθα ὅλως of κατὰ μέρος] Of course, if these are 
(as is generally assumed) σοφοί par excellence—philosophers like 
‘Thales and Anaxagoras, and not merely men of brilliant general 
ability and culture, the conclusion ὥστε δῆλον era, follows easily 
enough. 


ὥσπερ Ὅμηρός φησιν] The quotation merely gives ilustrations 


-ἰ 


BOOK Vi: CHAP. 7: §§% 3. 55 


Of ἡ κατὰ μέροε σοφία, and throws no light on the conception of the 1141 α. 14, 


opis Thus. 

ἐν τῷ Μαργίτῃ] In Poel. 4. 1448b. 30 and 38 Aristoile ascribes 
the Margiter to Homer, and says that it bears the same relation to 
comedy that the Ziad and Odyssey do to tragedy. 


οὔτ᾽ ἄλλως τι σοφόν] ‘The editors refer to Clem. Alex. Strom, i, 0.10. 


281 (221), who completes the line with πόσην δ΄ ἡμάρτανε τέχνης. 

Gore δῆλον κτλ] The argument is (1) that, because σοφία is 
ascribed τοῖς ἀκριβεστάτοινν it is itself ἀκριβεστάτη, and (2) that it is 
ἀκριβεστάτη τῶν tmerpiw—because, ἂς ἀεριβεστάτη, concerned, not 
onily with τὰ ἐκ τῶν ἀρχῶν, but with ἀρχαί, and, in its highest form, 
‘with the oltimate ἀρχαί of all ἐπιστῆμαι, with τὰ τιμιώτατα τῇ φύσει τ 
see Aw, ΤΟΝ, ἱ, αἹ. 87 a. 31, where a science which has in itself 
both the ὅτι and the Sides is said to be ἀκριβεστέρα than one which 
has to borrow its διότε, 


8.81 Cf MLM i. 34. 1197 2. 50 ὁ δὲ νοῦς ἐστὶ περὶ rite dpyde τῶν 8.17. 


νογτῶν καὶ τῶν ὄντων" ἡ μὲν γὸρ ἐπιστήμη τῶν μετ᾽ ἀποδείξεωι ὄντων ἐστίν, οἱ 
δ' ἀρχοὶ ἀναπόδεικτοι, ὥστ᾽ οὐκ ἄν εἴη περὶ τὰρ ὀρχὰε ἡ ἐπιστήμη, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ νοῦς. 
ἡ δὲ συφία ἐστὶν ἐξ ἐπιστήμην καὶ νοῦ συγκειμένη, ἔστιν γὰρ ἢ σοφία καὶ 
περὶ τὰς ἀρχᾶε καὶ τὰ de τῶν ἀρχῶν ἤδη δειενύμενα, περὶ ἃ ἡ ἐπιστήμη ἣ μὲν 
οὖν περὶ νὰν ἀρχό, τοῦ rot αὐτὴ μετέχει, ἦ δὲ περὶ τὰ μετὰ τὸν ὀρχάν per’ 
ἀκοδείξεωε ὄντα, τε ἐπιστήμης μετέχει᾽ Bore δῆλον ὅτι ἡ σοφία ἐστὶν Ze 
τε νοῦ κεὶ ἐπιστήμης συγκειμένη, ὥστ᾽ εἴη ἂν περὶ ταὐτά, περὶ ἃ καὶ ὁ νοῦς 
«οἰ ἢ ἐπεστήμη. 


ὥσπερ κεφαλὴν ἔχουσα ἐπιστήμη τῶν τιμιωτάτων] The σοφία, κα. 10. 


90 called, οἵ a creative artist like Phidias is ὥσπερ κεφολὴν ἔχουσα 
ἐπιστήμη---ἰοολιπίσα! skill guided by anistic ideals which the artin’s 
‘own genius supplics—obror μὲν πανάριστος bs αὐτὸς πάντα νοήσῃ : the 
σοφία of the metaphysician—and this is the σοφία strictly so called 
is ἄσπερ κεφαλὴν ἔχουσα ὑπιστήμη τῶν τιμιωτάτων, ἡ. . τῶν χωριστῶν 
eel ἀκινήτων, the explanation of the universe by reference to its 
timate principle, God, τὸ πρῶτον κινοῦν —, hence distinguished 
᾿μοϑηματικῇ and φυσική, the other θεωρητικαὶ ἐπιστῆμαι, a8 ϑέολο- 
pa: δὲ. Mel. Κὶ γ. τούς a. 28 ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἔστι τις ἐπιστήμη τοῦ ὄντος I} ὃν 
nak χωριστόν, σκεπτέον πότερόν ποτε τῇ φυσικῇ τὴν αὐτὴν θετίον ταύτην 
α joreas ἔχοντ᾽ ὀρχὴν ἕν 
τιν αὕτη, ἀλλ' 


wb χωριστά. περὶ τὸ χωριατὸν ἄρα ὃν καὶ τὸ ἀείνητον érépa τούτων ἐμῴο-: 


M4) a, 19, 


5.30, 


5. 81. 
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riper τῶν ἐπιστημῶν ἔστι rie, εἴπερ ὑπάρχει τις οὐσία τοιαύτη, λόγω δὲ 
χωριστὴ καὶ ἀκίνητος, ὅπερ πειρασόμεθα δεικνύναι. καὶ εἴπερ ἔστε σοῦ 
τοιαύτῃ φύσιε ἦν τοῖν ἐνταῦθ᾽ ἂν εἴη ov κοὶ τὸ θεῖον, καὶ αὕτη ἂν «ἴῃ 
πρώτη καὶ κυριωτάτῃ ἀρχῇ, δῆλον τοίνυν ὅτι τρία γένη τῶν θεωρητικῶν 
ἐκιστημῶν ἐστί, φνοντῇ, μωθηματεαεῇ, θευλογική. βέλτιστον μὲν οὖν τὸ 
τῶν θεωρητικῶν ἐπιστημῶν γένοτ, τούτων δ᾽ αὐτῶν ἡ τελευταία λεχϑεῖσα" 
api τὸ τιμιώτατον γάρ ἐστι τῶν ὄντων, βελτίων δὲ καὶ χείρων ἑκάστη 
λέγεται κατὰ τὸ οἰκεῖον ἐπιστητόν. ἀπορήσειε δ᾽ ἅν τις πότερόν πότε τὴν 
τοῦ ὄντορ ἦ ὃν ἐπιστήμην ναθόλον δεῖ θεῖναι ἢ οὔ, τῶν μὲν γὰρ μοθημα-. 
τικῶν ἑκάστη περὶ ἕν τι γένος ἀφωρισμένον ἐστίν, ἡ δὲ καθύλου κοινὴ παρὰ 
πάντων, «εἰ μὲν οὖν ad φυσικοὶ οὐσίαι πρῶται τῶν ὄντων εἰσί, κἂν ἡ 
Φυσιεὴ πρώτη τῶν ἐπιστημῶν εἴη; εἰ δ' ἔστιν ἑτέρα φύσιε καὶ οὐσία 
Χωριστὴ καὶ ἀκίνητος, ἑτέραν ἀνάγκη καὶ τὴν ἐπιστήμην αἰτῆς εἶναι καὶ 
προτέραν τῆε φυσικῆς καὶ καϑύλον τῷ προτέραν. For the technical 
meaning of τίμιος see notes on ΚΔ, i, 22. 


ἄτοπον γάρ] Ramsauer and Susemihl suspect a lacuna between 
τιμιωτάτων and érowov—on insufficient grounds, I think: see their 
notes ad Joc, The connexion seems to me yery plain in the text 
as we have it—Sopla is ἀκρεβεστότη τῶν ἐπιστημῶν, ἡ, 6. σπουδαιοτάτη, 
because concerned with τὰ τιμιώτατα (cf Mef. Κ, 7 quoted above); 
for (Mb has δέ) it would be absurd to say that φρόνησιν is σπουδαίων 
τάτη, inasmuch as its object is yeipor—of, MM. i. 34. 1197 Ὁ. δ᾽ 
ἔστιν δὲ χείρων ἡ φρόνησιε ris σοφίας {περὶ χείρω γὰρ cori ἡ μὲν γὰρ 
σοφία πορὶ τὸ ἀΐδιον καὶ τὸ θεῖον, ἡ δὲ φρόνησις περὶ τὸ συμφόρον; 
Hie ἡρόπφ. 
Lb, Ob, BY, BY, BY, NC, CCC, r, and Ald, read τὴν ἐπιστήμην, 
πολιτικῆν, introducing confusion into the passage by making 
ἐπιστήμη the subject of a passage which is concerned with σοφία, 
Coraes, reading ἐπιστήμην, proposes to meet the difficulty by 
inserting τήν before πολιγικήν, while Cambr. does so by reading ry 
πολιτικὴν ἐπιστήμην. 


εἰ μὴ τὸ ἄριστον κτλ] Cf below § 4. 1141.0. 34 καὶ γὸρ ἀνθρώπου 
ἄλλα πολὺ δειώτερα τὴν φύσιν, xed. ΟἹ ἀπ interesting passage in 
Grant's ZvAics, Essay ν, vol. i. pp. 286, 287, in which Aristotle's 
“idea of the slightness of man and of his actions in comparison 
with nature, and what he would call the “diviner parts” of the 
universe,” is dwelt on: ‘Aristotle might, indeed, scem to coincide 
with the utterance of the Psalmist, " What is man in comparison 
with the Heavens?” But with him the heavens were not a mere 


sual 
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physical creation; rather the eternal sphere of Reason, the abode of 1141 δ. 81. 

pure Intelligences, the source of all emanations of Reason and 
throughout the world. Compared with this higher 

sphere individual man, with his practical and moral life, appeared 

insignificant. On the πρῶτον οὐρανόν and other σφοῖραι, see note 

on iii. 3. 3. 


$A, εἰ δὴ ὑγιεινὸν werd] I prefer δ' (MY) to δή here: anolher & 38, 
reason is being given for not identifying φρόνησις with σοφία, “The 
argument of the § ix—As ‘healthy’ or ‘good’ has a different 
‘meaning, according as it is applied to the condition of men, or of 
fishes, while ‘white’ or ‘stright’ has the same meaning in all 
connexions; so ‘wise’ has always the same meaning, whereas 
prudent’ has not: ‘prudence’ in one case is not necessarily 
‘prudence’ in another, any more than what is a ‘healthy’ con- 
dition in one case is necessarily a ‘healthy’ condition in another 
¢asc—uiilities, the objects of Prudence or Statesmanship, vary, and 
there are consequently many kinds of Prudence or Statesmanship ; 
‘but philosophic truth, the object of Wisdom, is one, and there is 
‘only one kind of Wisdom : accordingly, if we identify Prudence or 
‘Statesmanship with Wisdom, by making Wisdom the knowledge of 
Gtilities, we shall land ourselves in the contradiction of “many 
Kinds of Wisdom ‘—‘ many kinds of philosophic truth.’ But it 
may be arked—Is not man so highly exalted above the other 
anitmals, that we may place his utility in a category by itself, a8 she 
utility far exeellence—one in contradistinetion to the many varying 
utilities of the other animals? If so, may we not then identify 
Statesmmanship, the science of man's utility, with Wisdom, without 
thes making ‘many Wisdoms’? No, because there arc existences 
igher than man. With these Wisdom must concern itself; and 
if it concems itself also with man’s utility, we shall still have ‘ many 
Wisdors’ 1 follow Michelet in making the apodosis begin at 
“αἱ τὸ συφόν 1. 24. Zell would make it begin at φανερὸν δὲ cal 
1. 28. 
᾿ υγγιεινὸν καὶ ὀγοϑόν are the objects of φρόνησιν, in the wide sense of 
the term in which it includes the ‘Intelligence’ of the lower 
animals; but τὸ λενκὰν καὶ εὐθύ are not the objects of σοφία; they 
merely resemble ita objects in being always the same. So the 

αὐτὸ mapa πᾶσιν ἐπιστητὸν (τε σοφόν) εἶναι, καθάπερ καὶ τὸ 
αὐτὸ εὐθὺ καὶ τὸ αὐτὸ Mundy παρὰ πᾶσιν, The Paraph,, it will be 


"»-. 
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M41 « 99. observed, takes τὸ σοφόν as the odject of σοφία. Tt is better to take 
it as the sudjcet of vopia—the wise being or faculty, He or it is of 
only one type: whereas rd φρόνεμον, the prudent being or faculty, 
is of many types. 


2.95, τὰ γὰρ περὶ αὐτὸ ἕκαστα τὸ εὖ θεωροῦν φησὶν εἶναι φρόνιμον, καὶ 
τούτῳ ἐπιτρέψει αὐτά] This is Bywater's reading for Bekker’s τὸ 
γὰρ περὶ αὑτὸ ἕκαστα εἰ θεωροῦν φαῖεν ἂν εἶναι φρόνιμον, καὶ τούτῳ deeply 
av αὐτά, For rd all MSS, read τότ τό before εὖ is omitted by t 
and M>: φησίν is given by ΚΡ alone; and ἐπιτρέψει by Kb alone. 
Susemihl, otherwise following Bekker, reads αὐτοὺς for αὐτά, alter 
Mb. Rassow advocates αὐτούς, Korsch, p. 63. If Kis right with 
φησίν and ἐπιτρέψει, the change to the singular number, after the 
emphatic πάντες ἂν εἴποιεν, is so awkward, that one is tempted to 
suspect that something has dropped out; but see Byw. Conérib, 
Ῥ, δο. Αὐτά τς the ἕκαστα, its own peculiar ὠφέλιμα, We trust a 
being which is Φρόνεμον to Bee to its own interests, 


2.27. τῶν θηρίων ἔνια φρόνιμα] Sco Met. A. τ. 980 Ὁ. 22 φρόνιμα... 


οἷον μέλιτται καὶ εἴ τι τοιοῦτον ἄλλο γένος ζῴων ἐστίν, 


2.93, τῶν ὄντων ἰατρική is περὶ ζῴων, animate beings, not περὶ ὄντων, 
existences as such. Hence the editors have suspected the genuine- 
ness of the words. Perhaps they have arisen out of a ditograph 
of πάντων: but of, ££. 1217 ἃ. 26 quoted by Byw. Conf, 51. 


5. 84, οὐδὲν διαφέρει] ‘that makes no difference ’—still there will be 
‘many wisdoms’ Eustr, has—oidév διαφέρει τοῦτο" τουτέστιν ole 
οἱκεῖδν. ἐστιν πρὸς τὸ δεῖξαι μὴ ἑτέραν οὔσος πρὸς ἀλλήλαν σοφίαν «οὶ 
φρόνησιν. 


bl. οἷον φανερώτατά γε ἐξ ὧν ὁ κόσμος συνέστηκεν] ᾿Λ5--- to take the 
‘most obvious instance—the heavenly bodies’ (Peters). So the Schol. 
Paris. quoted by Zell—r8 οὐράνια σώματα, ἵνα μὴ λέγωμεν ἥρωας καὶ 
δαίμονος. Cf. Met. A. 8. 1074 ἃ, 30, quoted by the editors, τέλος 
ἔσται πάσης opis τῶν φερομένων τι θείων σωμάτων κατὰ τὸν οὐρανάν: 
Phys. 8. 4. τοῦ ἃ. 33 τὸν δ᾽ οὐρανὸν καὶ τὰ θεώτατα τῶν φανερῶν: 
of. Met. B. 1, 1026 ἃ. 18 τοῖν φανεροῖς τῶν θείων, These phrases— 
τὰ θειότατα τῶν Parepor—ra φανερὰ τῶν Geiwr—show that "το take the 
most obvious instance’ does not fully render the force of οἷον dam= 
pérard γε, For some account of τὰ ἐξ ὧν συνέστηκεν ὁ κόσμος see 
passages quoted in note on iii. 3. 3. 
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§ δ. ἐκ δὴ... τῇ φύσει] Ramsaver and Susemihl bracket these 1141 b.2 


words. They are unnecessary, and interrupt the obviously close 
connexion between the closing lines of § 4 and διὸ "Avagepipuv καὶ 
Θυλῆν καὶ rode τοιούτους σοφοὺς μὲν φρονίμονε δ' οὔ φασιν εἶναι. Ram- 
sauer also notes the unusual nature of the construction νοῦς τῶν 
πμιωτώνων. 


διὸ κτλ] Grant quotes Plato Theat. 174 Α--τῶσπερ καὶ Θαλῆν b. 3. 
ἀστρονομοῦντα, & Θεόδωρε, καὶ ἄνω βλέποντο, πεσόντα εἰς Φρέορ, Θρᾷττά 
τις ἐμμελὴς καὶ χαρίεσσα θεραπαινὶς ἀποσκῶψαι λέγεται, ὡς τὰ μὲν 
ἐν οὐρανῷ προθυμοῖτο εἰδένοι, τὰ δ' ἔμπροσθεν αἰτοῦ καὶ παρὰ πόδαε 
λανθάνοι αὐτόν. Ταὐτὸν δὲ ἀρκεῖ σκῶμμα ἐπὶ πάντας ἄσωι ἐν φιλοσοφίᾳ 
διάγουσι. 


$6. ἡ δὲ φρόνησις... Ὁ. 12 πρακτὸν ἀγαθόν] Rassow (Forsch. b. 8. 
P- 20) prints this sentence and the beginning of chapter 5 28 
duplicate passages. Grant notes that the remark βουλεύενοι δ΄ 
οὐδὲν «=A. is here repeated for the third time: ¢f ch. τ, § 6, and 
che 6 ξ 3. 


οὐδ᾽ ὅσων μὴ τέλος τι ἔστι, καὶ τοῦτο πρακτὸν ἀγαθόν] No man Β.1}. 

Aeliberates about what is invariable, nor, in the region of the 
variable, about things which have no practical bearing upon life— 
ἢ ὁ. about things ‘which involve no end realisable in action.’ As 
Ramsauer remarks, off ὅσων limits the sphere of φρόνησις to 2 
certain class of ἐνδεχόμενα, whereas in ch. τ. §$ 5, 6 it is simply 
sald that τὸ λογιστικόν is concerned with ra ἐνδεχόμενα. 


ὁ δ' Δπλῶς εὔβουλοε] i.e. εὔβονλοι in the strict sense of the word: b. 12. 
fh. 9. § 7 ἴστι καὶ ἁπλῶς εὖ βιβοιλεῦσθαι καὶ πρός τι τέλος: of, che 
5.8: 

ποῦ ἀρίστου] τοῦ εὖ ζῆν. Eustr. has the following note here: b.19. 
ἄριστον δὶ ἀνθρώπῳ ὥσπερ διαφορὰ κείμενον ἐν τῷ Sopp ἀπὸ τῶν κατὰ 
πέχνην ἀποτελουμένων διᾶστησι τὸν φρόνιμον ani τὴν φρόνησιν. ἀγαθὰ 
γὰρ καὶ τῶν ἀγοδῶν τεχνῶν ὑπάρχει ἀποτελέσματα, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲν ἐξ ἐκείνων. 
ὑπάρχει ἀνθρώπῳ τὸ ἄριστον, οἰκεῖα γὰρ καὶ ϑρόνον nal τρόπεζα, καὶ ἱμάτιον, 
καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα ἀγοθὰ μὲν ἀνθρώπῳ, dos χρήσιμα καὶ ὠφέλιμα, οὐδὲν δὲ 
αὐτῶν ἀνθρώπῳ τὸ ἄριστον, ἀλλὰ τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ ὑποθέσθοι τῷ λογισμῷ τὰ 
αὐτὸν nal δεσπότην τῆς ἀλόγον ποιήσασθω. πρακτὰ δὲ 
τὰ διὰ πράξεων εατορθούμενα. οἷον τὸ ἐν πολέμῳ dvdpi~ 


ξ 
t 
᾿ 


141 5.18. 
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». 16. 


5.17. 


5.18. 
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ὧν πάντων dpurriv ve καὶ ἐξοχώτανον ἡ ἀπόθεια, cai τὸ ἔξω yewedas rie 
σαρκύς. καὶλ. 

§ 7. οὐδ᾽ ἐστὶν ἡ φρόνησις τῶν καθόλου μόνον] ‘This remark seems 
to suggest itself here as a qualification of what has just been said_ 
The general conception of 1d ἄριστον ἀνθρώπῳ is not enough : 
Acquaintance with particulars is also necessary. 

πρακτικὴ γάρ] It is of the essence of the ‘knowledge,’ which the 
φρόνιμος az such possesses, to issue in action, In the sphere of 
conduct, * knowledge" without works is dead. 

οὐκ εἰδότες} sc. τὰ κηθύλον, Eustr. 

καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἄλλοις] in other matters as well as in those with which 
φρόνησις is concerned; ¢.g. in matters with which ἰατρική {εἰ yap 
εἰδείη ὅτι τὰ κοῦφα ard.) is concerned: so Eustrat. Zell and other 
editors quote here Jc, A. 1, 981 a, 12 πρὸς μὲν οὖν τὸ πράττειν, 
ἐμπειρία τέχνης οὐδὲν δοκεῖ διωφέρειν, ἀλλὰ καὶ μᾶλλον ἐπισνγχάνοντας 
ὁρῶμεν τοὺς ἐμπείρους τῶν ἄνεν τῆς ἐμπειρίος λόγον ἐχόντων. αἴτιον δ᾽ ὅτε, 
ἢ μὲν ἐμπειρία τῶν καϑ' ἕκαστόν ἐστε γνῶσις, ἡ δὲ τέχνη τῶν καϑόλον, αἱ δὲ 
πράξειε cat αἱ γενόσειε πῶσοι περὶ τὸ καϑ' ἕεαστύν εἶσιν" οὐ γὰρ ὥϑρωσαν 
ὑγιάζει ὁ ἰοτρεύων, πλὴν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ κοτὰ συμβεβηκός, ἀλλὰ Καλλίαν ἢ Ξωκράτῃ 
ἢ τῶν ἄλλων τινὰ τῶν οὕτω λεγομένων, ᾧ συμβέβηκεν ἀνθρώπῳ εἶναι, ἐὰν 
οὖν ἄνευ τῆν ἐμπειρίαν ἔχῃ τις τὸν λόγον, καὶ τὸ μὲν καθύλυν γνωρίζη, τὸ δ᾽ 
ἐν τούτῳ kal ἕκαστον ὀγνοῇ, πολλάκις διομορτήσεται τὴς δυραπείωτ' Bepax 
πευτὸν γὰρ τὸ Kal ἕκαστον, ἀλλ᾽ ὅμως τό γ᾽ εἰδένοι καὶ τὸ ἐποῦειν τῇ 
τέχνῃ vie ἐμπειρίας ὑπάρχειν οόμεθα μᾶλλον, καὶ σοφωτέρους tubs τοχοίδας 
τῶν ἐμπείρων ὑπολαμβάνομεν, de κατὰ τὸ εἰλέναι μᾶλλον ἀκολουθοῦσαν τὴν 
σοφίαν πᾶσιν τοῦτο δέ, ὅτι οἱ μὲν τὴν αἰτίαν ἴσασιν, οἱ δ' οὔ, οἱ μὲν γὰρ 
ἔμπειροι τὸ ὅτε μὲν ἴσοσε, διότι δ᾽ οὐκ ἴσασιν" οἱ δὲ τὸ διότι καὶ τὴν αἰτίαν 
γνωρίζουσιν. dud κοὶ τοὺς dpxiréerosae περὶ ἕκαστον τιμιωτέρονε «πὶ μᾶλλον, 
εἰδέναι νομίζομεν τῶν χειρυτεχνῶν καὶ σοφωτέροντ, ὅτε τὰς olslas τῶν ποιου- 
μένων ἴσασιν, The writer of 2.NV. vi. 7.7 may have had this passage 
in his mind. His introduction of the term ὀἐρχετεκτονικῆ ται Ὁ. 22 
may have been suggested by διὸ καὶ robs ἀρχιτέκτονας «.7.h. 

τὰ κοῦφα εὕπεπτο κρέα καὶ ὑγιεινά) κοῦφον is opposed to τῷ 
ποιοῦντι βάρος de Part. Anim. Τὶ 11. 673 Ὁ, 7 quoted by Ramsauer. 
‘The argument is— All light flesh is wholesome: the flesh of fowls 
is light: therefore it is wholesome.’ The man who knows the con- 
clusion, ‘the flesh of fowls is wholesome,’ is more likely to prescribe 
successfully than the man who knows the major ‘all light flesh 
is wholesome,’ without knowing the minor, ‘the Sesh of fowls is 


» 
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light!’ Hence Trendelenburg (Histor, Beitritge τῶν Ph. vol. ii, 1141 v.16, 


P- 372) would seem to be right in bracketing «vida καί 1. 20. 
Whether Rassow is right (Forsch. pp. 96, 97) in substituting «péa 
‘ai for the rejected words is more doubtful, But «péa καί may have 
come in here (I. 20) as a dittograph of χρέα καί in the line above 
(19). 


ἡ δὲ φρόνησις πρακτική] Rassow (Fursch. p. 45) regards the whole Ὁ. 21, 


passage beginning with these words and cnding with σκεπτέον ch. 8. 
$4,1242.a. τὰ as an interpolation. The σημεῖον in ch. 8. § 5 can 
be properly understood, he thinks, only in close connexion with the 
remarks in ch. 7, § 7 ending with ποιήσει μᾶλλον rrgtb. 21, 1 
shall try to show that the σημεῖον follows naturally what has been 
said in the immediately preceding section—vi. 8. 4. 
ἄμφω cal τὴν κοθύλον φρόνησεν καὶ τὴν κοδ᾽ ἕκαστα, 
ταύτην μᾶλλον τὴν καδ' ἕκαστα φρόνησιν. 
«ἴη B ἂν τις καὶ ἐνταῦθα ἀρχιτεκτονική] But even to the most inti- 
eee ne Of vd κοϑ' ὅκαστα the direction of a master faculty is 
necessary. The man who knows details cannot deal with them 
without a plan of life. This plan he finds, for the most part, 
embodied in the institutions which have grown up under the 
νομοδισία of his State. The master prudence, ἀρχιτεκτονικὴ φρόνησις, 
under which his prudence of detail works as a χειροτέχνης, is the 
direction afforded by πολιτικὴ gud’ vopoSerec)—referred to a few lines 
below in ch. 8.§ 2, It is only as conforming to general rules Inid 
down for the common good that the individual finds his own 
private good. For ἀρχιτεκτονικὴ φρόνησις see M, Mi. 34. 1698 ἃ, 32 
πότερον δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἡ φρύνησιε πρακτικὴ ἢ οὔ, ἴδοι ἄν ris ἐντείθεν, ἐπὶ τὰς 
ἐπιστήμαι ἐπιβλέψαι, οἷον ἐπὶ τὴν οἰκοδομικήν. ἔστιν γάρ, ds φαμέν, ἐν 
οἰκοδομικῇ ὃ μὲν ἀρχιτέκτων rue καλούμενος, ὁ δὲ ὑπηρετῶν τούτῳ οἰκοδόμοε" 
οὗτος δ᾽ ἐστὶν ποιητικὸς οἰκίας. ἐστὶν δὲ καὶ ὁ ἀρχιτέκτων, καθὸ οὗτος ἐποίει 
οἷκίαν, ποιητικὸς olsiag. ὁμοίων δὲ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων τῶν ποιητικῶν. 
ἔστιν ἀρχιτέκτων καὶ ὑπηρέτης τούτου. ποιητιεὺς ἄρα τινὸς καὶ ὁ ἀρ) 
ἔσται, καὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ τούτον (ob) ποιητικὸς καὶ ὁ ὑπηρετιεύς, pe τοίνυν 
ὁμοίφε καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐρετῶν ἔχει, ὅπερ cade καὶ εὔλογον, καὶ ἡ φρόνησεε ἄν 
ely πρακτικῇ. οἱ γὰρ ἀρεταὶ πᾶσαι πρακτικαὶ εἰσίν͵ ἡ δὲ φρόνησις ὥσπερ 
ἀρχιτέκτων τις αὐτῶν ἐστίν ὅπωι γὰρ αὕτη πρυστάξει, οὕτως αἱ dperad καὶ 
οἱ gar’ οὐτὸς πράττουσιν" ἐπεὶ οὖν αἱ ἀρεταὶ προκτικαί, «αἱ ἡ φρόνησις 
πρακτικὴ ἃ» εἴη. In this passage we must understand thar it is 
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Mal b.29. a5 realising ἡ xa! ἕκαστα φρόνησιν, or empirical knowledge of right 


and wrong, that al ἀρεταί are contrasted with ἡ φρόνησις 4 dpxerexro- 


νικῇ. 


CHAPTER VIII. 
Ἀκούχεντ. 


Statermanchip and Prudence are the same faculty regarted from different 
points of view, 

Under Statermanship, or Prudence as concerned with the welfare of the State, 
are incteuled —(1) the faculty of legéilating in accordance with αι compresensive 
plan of sociattife : (2) the faculty of deating with the details of sociat tife> this 
Tester species (which has taken 80 itself the generic term, Statecmanthip) it (a) 
deliberative aud (8) judicial; ond dealing, as ἐν dort in the axsembly and 
Jaw. courts, with particular sase:—isiuing in particular decress and verdicts, ἐν 
thought by many ἐν be the only form of statesmanship ; for it ts that in the prac» 
tice of which alone pople are seen ἔν be * doing something. like workmen, 

Similarly, many think that Prudence as concerned with one's own private 

rs is Prudence par excellence. it Aas, indeed, the generic mame, Prastrace; 
but rowing the good of others ir the family and ie the State is equally Pradence. 
Kucwing what is good for oncseif is only one species of kmowing that ἐὴ good for 
mam ; but τέ ἐξ α species distinguished from the other species —Anowing what tr 
goad for otker people—ty a large OMforentia τ it cherefore seewis to many 10 be wil 
generis: the man who cam cee swell to his own tuterests is thought te be prremt,’ 
and thore whe devote themselves to the interests of others are conridered ' busy~ 
Bodies, not * prudent.' But surely a man's‘ own interest canwet thas be ab 
atracted from the interests of ‘ other people’ A man canmot de prudent im 
‘Ais own" interest without considering the interests of other people in the 
family and the State. 

Uf ‘one's own interest could be abstracted from the social ticrue, and made 
the object by itself of " Prudence,) then boys weeld be * prudent” = they deal sme= 
‘ceisfuily with the atstractions of mathematics; why mot, then, alw with 
ithe abstraction of their ewn” interests ? But they are wo seve * prudent" im 
‘their oxen” intareste than they are well versed in philosophy amd the matwrel 
aciencer. This may be taken as a sign that ‘ends own" interest connet be 
abstracted ; that Prodence, like proficiency im the concrete sciences, requires long 
and wie experience for tts acyuirement experience of * one's exon" interest as 
that inheres in the tlesue of the inserests of the community. 

Prudence, then, being the iomediate knowledge of particulars, # wet sckemtifie 
Answledge, for scientific Anowledse ie mediate, or proved, Anmoledge ; it ὧν 
therefore the amtithesis of Reascv, for Reases approbewds wriivereals inemedi- 
ately, Its particulars, then, being apprekemded, mot matistely as comclesions 


ail 
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sere apprehended ἐν science, but immediately, Prudence will be a sort of semse— 
πὲ indeed Hike sight, which perceses colour smmediately as is special object, or 
hearing, whith perceives sound, but rather like the sense by which we perceive a 
gromutrical figure—a tréangle or a circle—immediately for what it is, 


§1. ἡ πολιτική] Grant has an important remark here—that, 1141 v.23. 


according to Aristotle, ‘ppévyeie was a psychological term ex- 
pressing a faculty of the mind, but πολιτικῇ was merely one of the 
divisions of the sciences. In order to make them commensurate, 
Eudemus alters the signification of πολιτική, He treats it as a state 
of the mind (és), as a mode of φρόνησιν, dealing with the State 
either universally or in details, From the same later point of view 
he adds also οἰκονομική.᾽ 


ἡ οὐτὴ μὲν Fg, τὸ μέντοι εἶναι οὐ ταὐτὸν αὐταῖς} See note on 
¥. 1. 20, Hokie), the prudence of the citizen, and φρόνησιν, the 
prudence of the man, are the same habit viewed from different 
points, as the citizen and the man are the same person viewed 
from different points. Take the case of one who ‘gets on well 
in the world.’ He may be looked at either as a man who conducss 
his own affairs prudently, or as a citizen who contributes by his 
position and influence to the welfare of the State of which he is 
the product, His career is a line in which the private can only 
logically be distinguished from the public side, Except as con- 
forming to the conditions of the community to which he belongs, 
and as promoting its good, no man can be said to manage his own 
affairs pradently—ols ἔστι τὸ αὐτοῦ εὖ ἄνευ οἰκονομίαν οὐδ' ἅνεν πολιτείας 
ὁ 5. Even the narrowest φρόνησις περὶ αὑτόν is moderux—although 
the latter name is technically given only to the faculty of the 
*public man “—the legislator, ecclesiast, dicast, or executive officer. 
We may say then that the ὅξις προνοητικὴ περὶ τὰ πρηκτὰ ἀγαθά is 
φρόνησιν gud περὶ αὑτόν, and πολιτική gud περὶ ἕτερυν, These are 
two aspects logically distinguishable: but there is no such thing 
ἈΞ caring oniy for oneself, or caring oniy for others. 

Fritzsche and Grant make much of this § and the three following 
δὲ as fulfilling a promise ‘made before in the Z. i 
1218 bog τὸ δ᾽ οὐ ἕνεκα ὡς τέλος ἄριστων κοὶ αἴτιον 
πρῶτον πάντων, ὥστε τοῦτ᾽ ὅν εἴη οὐτὸ τὸ ἀγωδὸν τὸ τέλος τῶν ἀνθρώπῳ, 
προκτῶν, τοῦτο δ ἐστὶ τὸ ὑπὸ τὴν κυρίαν πασῶν, airy δ᾽ ἐστὶ πολιτικὴ 
‘ach οἰκενομικὴ «αἱ φρόνησις. διαφέρουσι γὰρ αὗται αἱ ἕξεις πρὸς rie ἄλλας 
τῷ τοιαῦται εἶνοι᾽ «ρὸν δ᾽ ἀλλήλαν εἴ τι διαφέρουσιν, ὕστερον λεκτέον. 


i ν 


al b. 26. 


Ὁ, 96, 
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§2.] The divisions made in this § and in § 3 may be tabulated 
thus :— 
φράόνησιε (A) 
(eis μετὰ λόγου ἀληθοῦς περὶ τὰ ἀνθρώπινα ἀγαθὰ πρακτικὴ) 


φρόνησις (Ὡ) οἰκονομικῇ πολιτικῇ (A) 
(ὅ περὶ αὐτὸν (ἡ περὶ οἰκίαν (ύ περὶ πόλιν φρόνησιε) 
Φρόνησιι) φρόνησικ) 


ae (a) 
(ἢ Be τὰ καθ᾽ ἕκαστα περὶ πόλιν op.) (ieee 
I Ι περὶ πόλιν hp.) 


βονλεντική πε 


Here φρόνησις is used in a generic sense (A), and a specific sense 
(α)-ττδυκεῖ δὲ καὶ φρόνησιν μάλιστ᾽ εἶναι ἡ περὶ αὐτὸν καὶ ἕνα' καὶ ἔχεν 
airy (a) τὸ κοινὸν ὄνομα (A), φρόνησιν § 3. Πολιτικῇ 18 also used in 
ἃ generic (A), and a specific (a) sense, 


vopoenni] The architectonic relation of νομινθετικῇ to ἦ moAmen) 
ἡ περὶ τὰ καδ' ἕκαστα, 23 well a8 t0 οἰκονομικῇ andl ἢ περὶ αὐτὸν φρόνησεε, 
is not exhibited ta the eye in the above table, in which νομοθετεκή 
appears as coordinate with πολιτική (a), and as having no bearing 
at all upon οἰκονομική or φρόνησιν (a). In the well-ordered State, 
however, it dominates all three—gpdvnais (i), οἰκονομεκή, and πολιτεκή 
(a)—6 γὰρ νόμον ἀγορεύει περὶ ἁπάντων. Its architectonic rela- 
tion, to πολιτική (4) at least, is better brought out in Pol, & tf, 
1297 Ὁ. 37, where three μόρια τῶν πολιτειῶν πασῶν are distinguished 

(1) τὸ βουλευόμενον περὶ τῶν nawde—the deliberative body: (2) τὸ 
‘epi τὰς ἀρχάς---ἴῃς executive : and (3) τὸ ducigov—the judicial body ; 
and νομοϑετική is said to be concerned ‘theoretically,’ ἐς ἐς archi- 
tectonically, with all three: ἔστε δὴ τρία μόρια τῶν πολιτειῶν mondo περὶ 
ἂν δεῖ θεωρεῖν τὸν σπουδαῖον νομοϑότην ἑκάστῃ τὸ συμφέρον. 


ἢ δὲ ὡς τὰ κοθ' ἕκαστα] The Vet. tr. has—hacc autem ut circa 
singularia commune habet nomen politica, as if he read 4 δὲ ὧς περὶ 
τὰ καθ᾽ ἕκοστα, Ramsaver conjectures ἦ δὲ ὡς χειροτεχνιαὴ (or ὧς 
πράττουσα) περὶ τὰ wal! ἕκαστα, Would it not be simpler to read 
ἢ δὲ bs καθ᾽ ἕκαστα" Cf ilk, 1. τῷ Gyro... ἢ καθ᾽ ἕκαστα. 


il 
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πρακτικὴ καὶ βουλευτικη] This Is not the formal division of stat b.27. 


swe} (a). ‘That is given in the next section as βουλευτική and 
δικαστικᾷ. Hore the writer wishes merely to characterise πολιτική (a) 
AS πρακτική, ἡ. σ. a8 concerned with τὰ ead’ dearra, in contradistinction 
10 vopedereci which involves ἡ τῶν καδύλου ϑεωρία, THe adds καὶ Bov- 
λεντυκή in order to explain πρικτική---τὸ γὰρ ψήφισμα πρωκτὸν ὧν τὸ 

He might have written—airy δὲ πρακτική, ἥτοι βουλευτικὴ 
καὶ δικαστιαής τὸ γὰρ ψήφισμα πρωκτὸν ὡς τὸ ἔσχατον (sc. ἐν τῇ βουλεύσει), 
καὶ ἧ κρίσιε. 


ὧτ τὸ ἔσχατον] Eustr. has—ri ψήφισμά ἐστιν ὃ τελευτοῖον ὅ «κρίνας Ὁ. 98. 
ἢ βυνλευσάμενοε ἀπεφήνατο τί δεῖ γενέσθαι ἐπὶ τῷ προτοθέντι (γήματι, οὐχ 
hr κοδύλον φαινόμενον ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἔσχατον καὶ καθέκαστον" τὸ γὰρ κοθύλου ob 
πράξει ὑποτίθεται. A ψήφισμα is the first step in the execution of 
ἃ policy. It carries with it consequences which result in the 
realisation of a certain τέλος. Deliberation, starting from the 
conception of this τέλος, reviews the steps by which it may be 
realised till af Jast the first step actually to be taken is reached 
in thought. This is the ψύψισμα, which is thus τὸ foxarov: of 
EN. iii, 3, ταὶ 12 ὁ γὰρ Bovdevdpevos ἔοικε ζητεῖν καὶ ἀναλύειν. 
ὥσπερ διάγρομμα ... καὶ τὸ ἴσχοτον ἐν τῇ ἀναλύσει πρῶτον εἶναι ἐν τῇ 
‘The term ἔσχατον ofien stands simply for the ‘ particular’ 
as such—e.g. BLN, vie τα, 3 ἔστι δὲ τῶν καδ᾽ ἕκαστα wal τῶν ἐσχάτων 
ἅταντα τὰ πρακτά: Met. K, 1. 1059 Ὁ. 26 πᾶσα ἐπιστήμη τῶν καθόλον. 
καὶ οὐ τῶν ἐσχάτων: of: EN. vii. 3.13 ἔσχατοι ὅρου, Particulars as 
such are called ἔσχατα, doubtless because they are individuals, or 
ultimate unite found by breaking up genus and species. 


Bid πολιτεύεσθαι κιτιλ.] πολιτικῇ (α)---ἦ χειρυτεχνική, has appro- 
μηήδιδα τὸ itself the generic name which it ought to share with 
‘Only * party men,’ ‘active politicians'—those who 
“have a hand in carrying on the current business of the State,’ are 
‘popularly regarded as ‘our statesmen.’ Political thinkers are not 
ἐπρση as ‘statesmen. 
Lane Boned BE καὶ φρόνησιᾳ xx.) Similarly, φρόνησιε (a) has ap- b. 30. 
ὦ to itself the generic name which it ought to share with 
ν᾿ ej and πολιτική. ΤῸ be able to manage ‘one's own’ affairs 
is Prudence—and the only real Prudence, it is thought (δοκεῖ); 
ae ‘as a ‘politician’ to other people's affairs is the mark, 
of prudent man, but of a peenrionye The truth, however, 
VOL Te 
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1141 b, a9, Is that, as the State which is ruled by ψηφίσματα Instead of νόμος, 
sinks into the social chaos of ἡ ἐσχάτη δημοκρατία (Pol. Ε. B 1312 
Ὁ, 36), 80 the man who tries to manage “his own affairs,’ without 
regard for the common good, courts his own ruin, ‘One's own 
good’ cannot be abstracted from the common good, and treated as 
a thing by itself, 


b.83. ξ 4. εἴδος... wohunpdypoves] ‘ Knowing one's own good {φρόνησις 
a)’ and ‘knowing what is good for other people {πολιτική ')’ are the 
two species (iy) of “knowing what is good {φρόνησις A)! But 
these two species are distinguished from each other by such a large 
‘ difference" (διαφορά), that they often do not seem to be coordinate 
species at all under the same genus. ‘My own good? is such 
ἃ very different thing to me from ‘my neighbour's good,’ and 
seems so superior, that the tendency is to make the knowledge 
of the former coextensive with Prudence, and to cast the know~ 
ledge of the latter out of the genus altogether as πολυπραγμοσύνη., 
‘This interpretation assumes that διοφορά is here used in its logical 
sense as διαφορὰ εἰδοποιόε or differentia spucijica, and is suggested 
by the foregoing εἶδον = specizs: see (c.g) Met. ἅν 7.2057 ὃ, 7 ἐκ 
γὰρ τοῦ γένονε καὶ τῶν διαφορῶν τὰ εἴδη. It is the interpretation 
adopted by Eustratius, who writes —riv διαφορὴν διδάσκει διὰ τοαύτιων 
τοῦ καθ᾽ ἕαντὸν φρονίμου πρὸς οἰκονομικῶν καὶ woderindy καὶ Φησὶν ὅτε 
δκάστῳ μὲν τούτων κοὶ γνῶσις ἐστὶ καὶ φρόνησις, πλὴν ἔχουσε διαφορὰς wphe 
ἀλλήλουν, τῷ γένει μὲν ἴσως ὄντας τοὺς αὐτοὺς (ταύταν Eustr.) διαφέροντας 
δὲ πολὺ τούτων πρὸς τὰ λοιπά, καὶ τοσοῦτον ὥστε καὶ δοκεῖν τὸν εἰδύτα 
τὸ περὶ αὐτόν, καὶ περὶ αὐτὸ διωτρίβοντα, φρόνιμον εἴνοι, τὸν δὲ πολιτικὸν οὗ 
φράνιμον ἀλλὰ πολυπράγμονα ὧς τὰ ἔξω ἑαυτοῦ ζητοῦντα, καὶ ἐξετάζοντα, 

Τὺ is difficult to suppose that in ἃ context in which the species of 
a.geus are distinguished, διαφορά can be used in any but in this, its 
logical, sense. Zell, Coraes, Grant, and Ramsauer, however, fallow 
Lambinus in understanding ἀλλ᾽ ἔχεν διαφορὰν πολλήν to mean— 
*verum de hoc ipso magna est controversia,” 


v.34 γνώσεως} Eustr. had ἃ τ, 2 φρονήσεως before him. 


τὸ αὐτῷ εἰδέναι] Eustr. says that the phrase is elliptical, and 
that we must understand ὠφέλιμον, συμφέρον, or Aporev. Αὐνοῦ, the 


Ὁ Olkovopue} is not mentioned, perhaps because, as Eusty. says, ᾧ γὰρ 
οἰκονομικὴ ἐγγίζει τῇ γνώσει τῇ τοῦ οἰκείου συμφέροντος ἑνύν τινοῦ. 
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reading of Mb, is tempting, but is probably only one of the con- 1141.34. 
jectures of which ΜΡ js full, 


καὶ δοκεῖ καὶ Eustr. brings out correctly the force of these 1149 a, 1. 
words—Supipovras ({ ε, τὸν καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸν φρόνιμον καὶ τὸν πολιτιαύν) 
τοσοῦτον Gere καὶ Boriiy τὸν εἰδότα τὰ περὶ αὑτὸν φρόνιμον εἶναι, τὸν 
δὲ πολετικὸν ob φρόνιμον ἀλλὰ πολυπράγμονα, So much is made of the 
specific difference between φρόνῃσιε περὶ abréy and πολιτική, that the 
latter is cast out of the genus, which the former is allowed to 

) But the truth is, as the writer is about to show, 
that Pp περὶ αὐτόν and πολιτικῇ are closely connected. A man 
cannot secure ‘his own! interests dvev vixovopiar οὐδ᾽ ἅνεν πολιτείαν 
ἐξ 4). If (§ 5) ‘one’s own’ interests could be abstracted from the 
concrete tissue of social well-being, and treated simply by themselves, 
boys, who can deal with simple abstractions, might be expected to 
be φρόνιμοι, As a matier of fact they are not φρόνεμοι, because the 
* good" with which even the most self-regarding φρόνησις is con- 
cerned, is concretely implicated with the ‘common good,’ which 
only a man of ripe experience cin estimate. 

οἵ δὲ πολιτικοὶ πολυπράγμονες} Zell and Grant quote Plato «2. 
Rep. 433 A τὸ τὰ αὑτοῦ πράττειν καὶ μὴ πολυπραγμονεῖν, and Gerg. 
556 Ο φιλοσόφωον τὸ αὐτοῦ πράξαντος καὶ οὐ πολυπρογμονήσιιντος > 7, 
νος, περὶ ἀντιδόσεως 310 rody μὲν διὰ πολυπραγμοσύνην ἐμπείρουν 
τῶν ἀγώνων γεγενημένον. 

Εὐριπίδης} From the Philocietes of Euripides: see Dindorf, Poet. 
Seen. p. 355. The third line of the present quotation seems to 
‘have been in full— 

ἴσον μετασχεῖν τῷ σοφωτάτῳ τύχης: 
After this line there secms to have followed a passage (para~ 
pliraved by Dio Chr. Or. 49. p. 576) which ended with the lines— 
οὐδὲν γὰρ οὕτω γαῦρον ' ies ἀνὴρ ἔφυ" 
τοὺς γὰρ περισσοὺς καί re πράσσοντας πλέον 
τιμῶμεν ἄνδρας τ᾽ ἐν πύλει νομίζομεν. 

᾿Αδετ πλέον in our text 1142 0. 6 the Paraph, Heliodorus seems 
to have read χεὺς μιανῖ, and CCC adds οὐκ lero φρονίμου. 

ζητοῦσι κε. those oft δοκεῖ ὁ περὶ αὑτὸν εἰδὼν καὶ διατρίβων φρόνιμον εἶνωι, a. 7. 


εὖ τ ΟΣ ΣᾺ eral tendency illustrated by the extrusion οἵ πολισική, 
from its ee iv, δ᾽ capecially § 4 
> petpot = aid, see empents A oe 
2 


werlopos—Hesyob, 


1142 a. 9. 


a1. 
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καίτοι ἴσως οὐκ ἔστι τὸ αὐτοῦ ef? ἄνευ οἰκονομίας οὐδ᾽ ἄνευ πολετείας] 
Tt is impossible to secure one’s own good, without taking account 
of the good of the household and even of the State. The Paraph. 
has a good note here in which he shows how the next sentence 
ἔτι δὲ κιτιλ, and the σημεῖον § 5 are connected with this remark— 
καίτοι ob δυνατὸν Lowe τὴν ἡθικὴν ᾽ εἶναι dvev τῆε οἰκονεμιεῇν, οὐδὲ τὴν 
οἰκονομικὴν ἄνευ τῆς πολιτικῆς ob γὰρ δυνατὸν εὖ καὶ κολῶς τὰ mal ἕαυτόν 
τινὰ διαθεῖναι, τῆν οἰκίαν αὐτῷ, ἢ tie πόλεων οὐ καλῶν ἐχούσην, χαλεπὸν 
γὰρ μὴ διωφθορῆνων τινὰ μετὰ πολλῶν φαύλων διατρίβοντα' εἰ δὲ μετὰ 
μηδενὸς διατρίβει, ἀλλὰ βίον ἔχει μονώτην, πῶς εἴσντωι τὸ ἑαυτῷ ἀγαθόν; 
ἄδηλον γάρ, καὶ χρεία διδασκαλίας πρὸς αὐτὸ καὶ σκέψεως, ταῦτω δὲ 
ἀδύνατον ἄνεν ἐμπειρίαι γενέσθαι ἡ δὲ ἐμπειρία τῶν ἐν κοινωνίᾳ ὄντων ἐστί, 
καὶ οἰκίας καὶ πόλεως, καὶ ἄνευ τούτων οὖς ὄνι ὄμπειρον οὐδὲ φρόνιμαν εἶναι. 
Similarly Eustrat, who formally distinguishes two reasons why 
otk ἔστι τὸ αὑτοῦ εὖ ἄνευ οἰκονομίας οὐδ΄ ἄνευ wodereias—(t) Man is a 
social being. Family and public life is part of the concrete life of 
the individual; (2) the deliberation necessary to secure τὸ αὐτοῦ, 
ἀγαθόν cannot be carried on without κοινωνοί, This is how he ex- 
plains 1142 a. 10 ἔτι δὲ τὰ οὐτοῦ πῶς δεῖ διοικεῖν, ἄδηλον καὶ σκεπτέον, 
He κβαγε--- τῇ δὲ σκέψει δεῖ εοινωνοῦ, ἡ δὲ κοινωνία ἣ οἰκονομικὴ ἢ πυλιτεκῇ, 
‘This interpretation of σκεπτέον 1142 ἃ, 10, by which it is made to 
refer to the σκύψις of the φρόνιμος, is, 1 daresay, possible; but it 
would be more in accordance with Aristotelian usage to make it 
refer to the σκέψιε of the writer and his reader. The sentence 
ὅτι δὲ... σκεπτέον is one which it is indeed difficult to explain 
‘satisfactorily in its context. At any rate, however, we may suppose 
that the οὐκ ἄδηλον of § 6, 1442 a, 20 is intended to contrast with 
the ἄδηλον of § 4, 1142 a. 10. 


§ δ. σημεῖον καὶλ͵ Rassow (Forsch. p. 45), a8 was pointed out 
in note on ch. 7. § 7, b. σα, regards the passage beginning ch. 7. 
§ 7. ται Ὁ, 21 ἡ δὲ φρόνησιε πρακτικῇ, and ending here r142 a, Κα 
with σκεπτέον, as an interpolation, and takes the σημεῖον closely with 
the remarks in ch. 7. § 7 which end with ποιήσει μᾶλλον 1x41 b. 21, 
It is truc that the σημεῖον would follow these remarks very appositely, 
But does it not follow xatros ἴσως οὐκ ἔστε τὸ αὐτοῦ εὖ dew οἰκονομίαν 
οὐδ᾽ ἄννυ πολιτείαν appositely enough? Τὸ εἰρημένον is obs ἔστι τὸ 
αὑτοῦ εὖ ἅνεν οἰκονομίας οὐδ᾽ ἄνεν πολιτείαφ---φρόνησιε περὶ αὐτὸν καὶ ἕνα, 


5 Cambr. seems to be the only MS, which avrees with K® in reading «. 
5 Maral science conceived as the science of the individual's good. 
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requires that wide experience which can be obtained only in kor 3149 a. 11, 


νανία. The fact that bays are not φρόνεμοι, although μαθηματικοί, 
points to the truth of this statement; for if we enquire why they 
Are not φρόνιμοι, we find that it is because φρόνησις needs long 
experience of life, and if we enquire why they are μαθηματικοί, we 
find that it is because the abstract truths of mathematics do not 
need ‘long experience of life’ for their apprehension, but are plain 
at first sight. If τὸ αὐτοῦ ἀγαθόν were something which could sub- 
‘sist by itself in abstraction from τὸ κοινὸν ἀγαθόν (as the δύξα stated 
and examined in § 4 would have us believe), boys might be equal 
to its comprehension, as they are equal to the comprehension of 
the abstract truths of mathemati but they are not equal to the 
comprehension of τὸ αὐτοῦ ἀγαθόν; so it would scem to follow that 
this dyaé does not subsist by itself in abstraction from τὸ κοινὸν. 
ἀγοθόν, but that to comprehend it one must be able (which boys 
re not) to take account of the good of the household and of the 
State. 


διότι] τεῦτι : see Index Arist. 4, v. διότι ἢ but perhaps we ought a. 19. 


to read ὅτι here, treating δὲς as a dittograph of the preceding w: 
see πάρα Arist— interdum literas δὲ in v, διότε inde videri ortas 
esse, quod praccedit vocabulum terminans in a, praecipue καί, 
Vahlen monet Rhet. p. 58—' then follow several references to 
places where διύτετε ὅτι is preceded by καί, 


ἐξ ἐμπειρίας) See Mel. A. 1. 981 a. 15 ἢ μὲν ἐμπειρία τῶν καθ᾽ a1. 


foarte ἐστε γνῶσις : An. Post, ii, 19. 100 a. 3 ἐκ μὲν οὖν αἰσθήσεως 
γίνεται μνῆμη ὥσπερ λέγομεν, ἐκ δὲ μνήμης πολλάκις τοῦ αὐτοῦ γινομένην, 
ἐμσειρία" αἱ γὰρ πολλαὶ μνῆμαι τῷ ἀριθμῷ ἐμπειρία μία ἐστίν. 


$6. ἐπεί] In § 5 the question was—' Why is a boy μαθηματικός a, 16, 


but not φρόνεμοι 5 and the answer was—‘ because φρόνησις needs 
experience, and he bas no experience.’ Section 6 procecds—‘ and 
this is the true answer, because (ἐπεί) it assigns his lack of ppémae 
to ἃ cause which accounts also for his not having a grasp of the 
principles of philosophy or of natural science’ Render—'For if 
we go on to ask why a boy may be a mathematician, but cannot 
anderstand philosophy or natural science, we find that it is because 
the truths of mathematics arc abstract, whereas the principles of 
philosophy and natural science are reached through long ex- 
perience. A boy does not realise the meaning of the principles of 
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3242 κ. 10. philosophy and natural science, but merely repeats by rote the 


formulae used to express them ; the truths of mathematics, on the 
other hand, he comprehends fully, for they are plain at first sight.” 


σοφό9] ἡ 4. oops ἀπλῶς as distinguished from σοφοὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα 
above, line a, 13. 


218 δι᾽ ἀφαιρέσεωξ, τὰ BY or ἐξ ἀφαιρέσεωε, * results or products of 


abstraction,’ are regularly used as = ' the truths of mathematics’: 
see notes on i. 3. rand i, 3. 5: of Trendelenburg’s note on 
de An. il, 4.8 (gf also his Elem. Log. § 36, note), where it is 
pointed out that the first meaning of dpuipewee is material—e. ψ', 
it Ja the process of chipping away the block of stone till the perfect 
form of the statue is reached in PAys. i. 7. 190 b. 7 τὰ δ' ἀφαιρέσει 
οἷον ἐς τοῦ λίθου ὁ “Lpyis. It is then applicd to the process of 
reaching «ἴδη or concepts by leaving out of account the particulari- 
ties of individuals, and fixing atiention upon essential character+ 
istics ; and especially to the process of reaching those εἴδη with 
which mathematical science (see Am. Post. i. 13. 79 % 7) is con- 
cerned, Eustratins has the following note on τὰ δι᾽ ἀφαιρέσεως here 
τ χωρὶε τῶν ὑποκειμένων κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν ὑφίστασθαι μὴ δυνάμενα, ὀφαιροῦν- 
rat δὲ κατ᾽ ἐπίνοιαν ἐκ τῶν ὑποκειμένων ἐν ole ὑφευτήκασι, aol ὧν ἐν ar 
τασίᾳ ὑφεστηκύτα περὶ τῆς διανοίας τὴν ἐξέτασιν δέχονται περὶ τῶν dro 
μένων αὐτοῖς, 

Opposed to ἐξ ἀφαιρέσεως ‘abstract’ is ἐκ προσϑέσεωε " concrete”: 
see Met. A. 2, ο82 ἃ. 27 and An. Posi. i. 27, 87 a. 33, where 
geometry is eaid to be ‘more concrete’ than arithmetic, and there- 
fore less exact—al ἐξ ἐλαττόνων ἀεριβεστέρα τῆς ἐε προσϑέσεων, οἷον 
γεωμετρίας ἀριθμητικῆ᾽ λέγω δὲ ἐκ προσϑέσεωε, οἷον μονὰς οὐσία ἄθοτοι" 
στιγμὴ δὲ οὐσία θετόν' ταύτην ἐκ προσθέσεως, Geometry is ἐκ mpoo- 
ϑίσεως a8 compared with arithmetic, because it adds postion: it 
adds also the three dimensions as generated by the mofin of the 
point, line, and plane respectively: see Trendelenburg, Kategorien 
lehre, pp. 83, 84. 

Tt is not to be understood from the words τὰ μὲν δὲ ἀφαιρέσεῶς. 
ἐστιν, τῶν δ' αἱ dpxai ἐξ ἐμπειρίαν that ἀφαίρεσις and ἐμπειρία are 
mutually exclusive. The ὠρχαί of natural science are ἐν ἀφαιρέσει, 
inasmuch as they are general points of view, not particular ob- 
servations; sce An. Poss, ii, 19. 100 a. 6 de δ' ἐμσειρίαν ἢ fe narrie 
ἠρεμήσαντος τοῦ «οϑύλον ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ τοῦ ἑνὸς πορὰ τὰ πολλὰ ἃ ἐν ὅποσιν 
ἕν ἐνῇ ἐκείνοις τὸ αὐτὸ τέχνην ἀρχὴ καὶ ἐπιστήμης : and it is by induction 


il 
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that even τὰ ἐξ ἀφαιρέσεως par excellence—the truths of mathematics, 1142 a, 18. 
are said to become known in Ax. Pov. i, 18. 81 Ὁ, 2 ἀδύνατον δὲ 
τὰ κοδδλον ϑεωρῆσοι μὴ δι᾽ ἐπαγωγῆν, ἐπεὶ καὶ τὰ ἐξ ἀφαιρίσεωρ λεγόμενα 
ἔσται te! ἐπογωγῆε γνώριμα ποιεῖν---Οἷὴ which see Waitz's note, 

καὶ τὰ ple] ‘The ἀρχαί of philosophy or natural science, τῶν δέ α. 19, 
being τὰ δὲ' ὀφοιρέσεωι. 

οὐ πιστεύουσιν) ‘do not realise’: see Index Arist—‘moreiaw 
‘omnino firmitatem persuasionis significat, sive en δόξην sive ἐπιστή- 
pe vim ac naturam habet sive ad cognitionem principiorum per- 
tinet"—see de Aa. ill, 3. 428 Ὁ. 4, 428 a. 21, EL. vii. 3. 4, An. 
Prior. ih 23. 68 Ὁ. 13 ἅπαντα πιστεύομεν ἢ διὰ συλλογισμοῦ ἢ ἐξ 
ἐπαγωγῆς. 


ἀλλὰ λέγουσιν] Grant compares EN. vil. 3. 8 οἱ πρῶτον μαθέντεε αι 20. 
συνείρουσε μὲν τοὺς λόγους, ἴσασι δ' οὔπω, 


πῶν δὲ τὸ τί ἔστιν οὐκ ἄδηλον] Ae, the definitions, ὀρισμοὶ (θέσεις. 
OF λόγοι τοῦ τί ἔστιν An. Post. ii. 10. 940. 10), from which the 
mathematician starts, are plain and casily understood at first sight: 
fas Eustratius says—w ἐστι στεγμῆ, τέ ἐστι γραμμή, τί ἐστιν ἐπιφάνεια, 
τί σῶμα, τί κύελοε, τὲ τρέγωνον, καὶ τῶν σχημάτων ἕκαστον, καὶ ὅσα ἕτερα 
δριστιεῶς λαμβάνει ὁ γεωμέτρης... οἴδασι διὰ τὸ μὴ πολλοῦ δεῖσθαι 
ρύσον πρὸε τὸ eal τοῖν ὅρου αὐτῶν ἀείστασθαι, On δρισμοΐ and their 
relation τὸ ἀπύάδειξιε see ¢.g. An. Post. ii. 3. 90 Ὁ. 30 ὀρισμὸς μὲν yap 
τοῦ τί ἐστι καὶ οὐσίαι αἱ δ᾽ ἀποδείξεις φαίνονται πᾶσαι ὑποτιϑέμεναι καὶ 
λομέβάνονσοι τὸ τί ἐστω οἷον αἱ μαθηματικαὶ τί μονὰς «οἱ τί τὸ περιττόν, 
καὶ αἱ ἄλλαι ὁμοίωε. 


$7. ἔτι κτλ] This seems to be another argument (after the 
digression in §§ 5, 6) to prove that οὐκ ἔστι τὸ αὑτοῦ εὖ dvev οἶκο- 
voplae οὐδ᾽ ἄνευ sohareias. So Eustr.—rovro mpit τὸ ἀνωτέρω ἐστὶν 
ὅτι δᾶ τῇ εἰδήσει τοῦ οἰκείου ἀγαθοῦ, τῆς τοῦ κοινοῦ ἀγαθοῦ γνώσεως 
1 ὅ γὰρ βυνλευσόμενον  ἥμωρτε, «. ἢ ἠνστόχησε «ον ἕν τε τῷ καθύλον 
«οὶ τῷ εεϑύκοστα. ὥστε Supa δεῖ τὸν φρόνιμον ἔχειν «ον καθόλου δὲ ἀγαθὸν 
λέγει καὶ καθέκαστον, τὸ κοινὸν καὶ τὸ ἰδικόν" ἔστι δὲ τὸ μὲν ἰδικὸν τοῦ ἰδίων 


φρυνΐμου, τὸ δὲ κοινὸν τοῦ οἰκονομικοῦ, ὥστε δεῖ τῷ ἰδίως φρονίμῳ τοῦ 
᾿οὐκονομικοῦ καὶ πολιτικοῦ, Cf. the Paraph. Kr, dra ἡ dpaprla ἡ περὶ rie 


πράξειε ded ἀγνοίας συμβαίνει, ἡ τῆν καθύλου, ἢ τῆς μερικῆς (καὶ γὰρ ὁ ἀγνοῶν, 
φοδύλον, ὅτι τὸ βορύστοθμα Tura φοῖλα, κοὶ ὁ τοῦτο μὲν εἰδώς, ὀγνοῶν δὲ 
μερικῶς, ὅτε τάδε τὰ ὕδατα βαρίστοθμα, ὁμοίωε ὁμαρτήσεται χρήσετον 
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1428.30. γὰρ ἑκάτερον rois φαΐλων ὕδασι), φανερὸν ὅτε mpie τὸ μὴ ἁμαρτεῖν, 


ἀναγκαῖον μὴ μόνον εἰδέναι, ὅτι τόδε τὰ ὕδατα βορύσταθμα, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἅτε, 
τὰ βαρύσταθμα φωιῦλα᾽ δεῖται ἄρα ἡ μερικὴ φρόνησις rie καδόλωυ dpe 
νήσεως τῆς πολετικῇν, καὶ ἀδύνατον τὴν ἠθικὴν ἄνευ τῆν πολιτικῇ συστῆνοι, 
ὥσπερ «οἱ τὴν μερικὴν γνῶσιν ἄνευ τῆς καθόλου μὴ ὁμορτάνειν ὀδύνατων.. 
It would thus appear that in the present § we have a parallel 
adduced from medical science to illustrate the interdependence of 
a knowledge of what is good for others and a knowledge of what 
is good for oneself. The universal πάντα τὰ βηρύσταθμα ὕδατα φαῦλα 
is parallel to the knowledge of the social good; the particular, rot 
βορύσταθμον, to the knowledge of one’s own good. As the conclusions 
of ἱατρικὴ demand the knowledge of both a major and a minor, 80 
do those of φρόνησιν---Ἔνο when it seems to be concerned merely 
with ‘one’s own" good. 

Zell refers to Probl. 933 b. 28, where it is stated that τὸ por 
ἁλμυρὸν βαρύ, τὸ δὲ γλυκὺ κοῦφον, The adjective βαρύσταῦμον appears 
ἴρ oceur only here in the Aristotelian Corpus. Susemihl brackers. 
this §. 


5.23, 88. ὅτι δ' ἡ φρόνησις οὐκ ἐπιστήμη. φανερόν τοῦ γὰρ ἐσχάτου ἐστίν, 
ὅσπερ εἴρηται] Cf Mel. K. 1, 1059 b. 26 πᾶσα ἐπιστήμη τῶν καδύλον. 
καὶ of τῶν ἐσχότων, For thie sense of ἔσχοτον (= ultimate individual) 
see above, note on vi, 8. 2b. 28. ‘The expression τοῦ ἐσχάτου 
ἐστὶν ἡ φρόνησις has not actually occurred before, but, as Ramsauer 
notes, the equivalence of τὸ καθ᾽ ἕκαστον and τὸ ἔσχοτον is assumed. 


5.35. ᾧ 9. νῷ] ἐξ. τῷ θεωρητικῷ νῷ as distinguished below in vi ταν 4 
from the mpaxrude voir, which is τοῦ ἐσχάτου καὶ ἐνδεχομένου καὶ ree 
ἑτέρας προτάσεως, 

4.30. λόγος] -- σελλογισμήε. 

6.7. ἐπιστήμη] ie. mediate, deductively derived knowledge. 


οὐχ ἡ τῶν ἰδίων, ἀλλ᾽ οἵᾳ οἰσθανόμεϑα ὅτι τὸ [ἐν τοῖς μοϑηματικοῖς} 
ἔσχατον τρίγωνον Ἶ We have here the Aristotelian distinction between 
the tka αἰσθητά (propria senstbilia of the Schoolmen) and the κοινὰ 
αἰσθητά (communia sensibilia), as explained in de Aw. iis 6.418 ἃ, Ὁ Mex 
τόον δὲ καδ' ἑκάστην αἴσθησιν περὶ τῶν οἰσθητῶν πρῶτον, λέγεται δὲ vb αἰσθητὸν 
τριχῶν, ὧν δύο μὲν eat! αὐτά φομεν αἰσθάνεσθαι, τὸ δὲ tv κατὰ συμβεβηκός, 
τῶν δὲ δύο τὸ μὲν ἴδιον ἐστὶν ἑκώστης οἱσθήσεως, τὸ δὲ κοινὸν πασῶν, λέγω δ᾽ 
ἴδιον μὲν ὃ μὴ ἐνδέχενοι ἑτέρᾳ οἰσθήσει αἰσθάνεσθαι, καὶ περὶ ὃ μὴ ἐνδέχεταν 


al 
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ἀπατηθῆνοι, οἷον ὄψιν χρώματος νοὶ ἀκοὴ ψόφον καὶ γεῦσις χυμοῦ. ἡ & ἁφὴ L148 α 37, 


πλείους μὲν ἔχει διαφοράν" \ ἑκάστη γε κρίνει περὶ τούτων, καὶ οὐκ, 
| ἀπατῶται ὅτι χρῶμα οὐδ᾽ ὅτε ψύφος, ἀλλὰ τί τὸ κεχρωσμένον ἢ ποῦ, ἢ τί τὸ 
ψυῤοῦν ἢ ποῦ. τὰ μὲν οὖν τοιαῦτα λέγεται ἴδια ἑκάστου, κοινὼ δὲ «ίνησιο, 
ρεμία, ἀριθμός, σχῆμα, μέγεθον᾽ τὰ γὰρ τοιαῦτα οὐδεμιᾶς ἐστὶν ἴδια, ἀλλὰ 
κοινὸ πόσοι καὶ γὰρ ὁφῇ κἰνηοίε ric ἔστω αἰσθητὴ aot ὄψει, κατὰ συμβε- 
βικὸς δὲ λέγεται αἱσθητών͵ οἷον εἰ τὸ λευκὸν εἴη Διήρους vide κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς 
γὰρ τούτου αἰσθάνεται, ὅτι τῷ λευκῷ συμβέβηκε τοῦτο οὔ αἰσθάνεται, διὸ 
καὶ οὐδὲν πάσχει jj τοιοῦτον ὑπὸ τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ, τῶν δὲ καθ᾽ αὑτὰ αἰσθητῶν. 
τὰ ἴδια avploe ἐστὶν οἰσθητίί, κοὶ apie ἃ ἡ οὐσία πίφυεεν ἑκόστης οἰσθῆσεωε. 
Οὗ πῳὶ ἐνυπνίων 1. 458 b. 4 κοινὰ δ᾽ ἐστὶ τῶν αἰσθήσεων οἷον αχῆμα, 
καὶ μέγεθοε κοὶ αἰγησια «αὶ τἄλλα τὰ γοιαῦτα, ἴδια δ᾽ οἷον χρῶμα ψόφον 
χυμόε. We must note the admission, made at the end of the 
passage quoted from de Am, ii. 6 that the κοινὰ αἰσθητά are afier 
‘all not αἰσθητά in the strict sense (xvpias). In ὧν Am. iii, 1. 425.5 
they are called the common concomitants (τὰ ἀκολουθοῦντα καὶ κοινὰ} 
οἵ the ἴδια αἰσθητά, and must be regarded as really #ufedtigibiléa 
formally present in the propria sensiBi/i2, As such, they differ 
from the κωτὰ συμβεβηεὸς οἰσϑητὰ of de An, li, 6. 418 a. 20, which 
are merely empirically inferred proper sensibles: «g. when one 
infers the bitterness of the yellow bile which one secs, the bitterness 
ἧπ κατὰ συμβιβηκὸν αἰσθητόν (de Am, ili. 1.425. 1). ‘The eye, as 
affected by it, ‘The κοινὰ αἰσθητά are described by 
Hamilton (Zed, p. 830) as ‘concomitant cognitions to which the 
impression on the organ of the proper sensible only affords the 
cceasion”;—and Grant says—' We see in the apprehension of 
number, figure, and the like, not an operation of sense, but the 
‘mind putting its own forms and categories, ἐδ. itself, on the external 
object.” In de An. iii. 1. 425 a. 13 the five common sensibles 
enumerated in de Aw, ti. 6 are reduced to ὁπο--αίνησις :---ἀλλὰ μὴν 
οὐδὲ τῶν κοινῶν οἷόν τ᾽ εἶναι αἰαθητήριόν τι ἴδιον, ὧν ἑκάστῃ αἰσθήσει 
οὐἰσδανόρεθα (οἱ) κατὸ συμβεβηκύε', οἷον κινήσεως, στύσεως, σχήματον, μεγές 
Bove, ἀριθμοῦ ἐνόν." ταῦτα γὸρ πάντα κινήσει αἰσθανόμεθα, οἷον μέγεθος 
κινήσει" dere καὶ σχῆμιν μέγεθος γόρ τὶ τὸ σχῆμα" τὸ δ᾽ ἠρεμοῦν τῷ μὴ em 
δ The οὐ is Torstrik's conjecture, The κοινὰ alodyrd a 
Pecientn onbadiged ledrrd of de An. pores “The card 
οἰοθανά are not empirécally inferred from the Ta alodyrd, but are farmatiy 
them : sce de An, iii, 1, 424.2. 27 τῶν δὲ κοινῶν ἤδη ἔχομεν αἴσθησιν. 


8 


ἃ sixth common sensible added here to the five given 
in ἀριθμόε. 


brink 


2142 8, 27. 
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»ἄἄσθαι ὁ δ' ἀριθμὸς τῇ ἀποφάσει τοῦ σννεχοῦρ, καὶ τοῖο ἰδίοιν' ἑκάστη γὰρ. 
ἦν αἰσθάνεται εἴσθησις. ὥστε δῆλον ὅτι ἀδύνατον ὁτουοῦν ἰδίαν αἴσθησιν εἶναν 
τούτων, οἷον κινήσεωτ᾽ οὕτω γὰρ ἔσται ὥσπερ viv τῇ ὄψει τὸ γλνεὺ οἶσϑο-: 
νόμεθα, τοῦτο δ᾽ ὅτε ἀμφοῖν ἔχοντεε τυγχάνομεν αἴσθησιν, ἦ wat ὅταν συμ-. 
πέσωσιν ἅμα γνωρίζομεν. On this reduction of the κοινὰ αἰσθητά to 
κίνησιν Hamilton (Zeid, p. 829 note *) has the following remarks— 
‘Many modern philosophers when they attempted to explain the 
origin of our notion of extension from motion, and, in particular, 
the motion of the hand, were not aware that they had the Staginte 
at their head. It is to be remembered, however, that Aristotle does 
not attempt, like them, to explain by motion our necessary concept’ 
of space, but merely our contingent perception of the relative ex~ 
tension of this or that particular object. This, however, takes it 
for granted, that by motion (kivnow) Aristotle intends ἀνκαὶ motion. 
But motion is with him a generic term, comprising under it four, or 
; and in point of fact, by motion Aristotle may here 
)), a5 in many, if not most, other places of his psycho- 
Jogical writings, mean a subjective mutation (ἀλλοίωσωῳ) or modifica- 
tion of the percipient. This too is the interpretation given to the 
passage by the great majority, if not the whole, of the ancient 
expositors .... It is therefore remarkable that Dr, Trendclenburg, 
in his late valuable edition of the De Anima, should have appa~ 
rently contemplated the interpretation by local motion, as the only 
one proposed, or possible.’ See also ‘Trendelenburg’s Lagische 
Untersuchungen, νοὶ. i. chapters δ, 6,7, 2nd 8, in which the intuition 
of motion is described as fundamental in sensation and thought— 
‘Die Bewegung ist die erste Thatigkeit des Denkens und des Seins: 
der Raum ist das aussere Erzeugniss der Bewegung: die Zeit ist 
die Vorstellung des innern Masses der Bewegung ' (p. 168). 

The κοινὰ οἴσϑητά, as distinguished from the ia οἴσθητα, are to be 
assigned directly to the so-called κοινὸν oF αύριον aledyripiow OF κοινῇ 
αἴσθησιν, as faculty: (see de Afcm. 1, 4504.9) But ultimately the 
ἴδια αἰσθητὰ also are to be referred to it. * Common sense—roui 
αἴσθησιε,᾽ says Hamilton (Reid, p, 756), ‘was employed by Aristotle 
ἴο denote the faculty in which the various reports of the several 
senses are reduced to the unity of a common apperception ': see 
περὶ ὕπνου καὶ ἐγρηγόρσεως 3. 455 a 12 ἐπεὶ & ὑπάρχει wall ἑκάστην. 
αἴσθησιν τὸ μέν τι ἴδιον τὸ δέ τι κοινόν, ἴδιον μὲν οἷον τῇ ὄψει τὸ ὁρᾶν, τῇ 
δ' ἀκοῇ τὸ ἀκούειν, ταῖε δ᾽ ἄλλαιν κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον" ἔστε δέ ree καὶ 

* Kant would say—intuition, not concept, 


ail 
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δένομεε ἀκολουθοῦσα πόσοιε, J καὶ ὅτε ὁρᾷ mul ἀκοῦει eat αἰσθάνεται 2148 α. 97. 
δὴ τῇ γε ὄψει δρᾷ ὅτι δρᾷ. καὶ κρίνει δὴ καὶ δύναται κρίνειν ὅτι 
τὰ τῶν λευκῶν, οὔτε γεύσει οὔτε ὄψει οὔτ᾽ ἀμφεῖν, ἀλλ τινι 
τῶν αἰσθητηρίων ἁπάντων, ἔστι μὲν γὰρ μία αἴσθησιε, καὶ 
τὸ δ᾽ εἶναι αἰσθήσει τοῦ γίνουε ἑκάστου ἕτερον, 
καὶ χρώματος. τοῦτο δ' ἅμα τῷ ἀπτικῷ μάλισδ᾽ ὑπάρχει 
γὰρ χωρίζεται τῶν ἄλλων αἰσθητηρίων, τὰ δ᾽ ἄλλα τοῦτον 


ἮΝ ἢ 


αἴσθησις is thus the ‘consciousness’ of sensations—the 
reference of them to a self-conscious subject, this subject being 
embodied in ἃ tactually sensitive organism governed, in the case of 
τὰ ἔναιμα, by a heart—ee Somno, ch. 3. 466 0. 4 πάντα τὰ ἔναιμα καρδίαν. 
ἔχει, nal} ὀρχὴ τῆν eorjeews wi τῆν αἰσθήσεως τῆς κυρίας ἐντεῦθέν ἐστιν, 
Κοινὴ αἴσϑησιε is the ultimate ‘faculty’ of al? sensation—i.e. τὰ κοινὰ 
αἰσθητά (magnitude, figure, &c.) are indeed to be referred to it, but 
£0 aré ultimately the ἴδια οὐσθητά also. It is the living being, one 
and indivisible, conscious of the various ἴδια αἰσθητά in the forms or 
categories of uéyrdos, σχῆμα, στάσις, ἀριθμός, κίνησιν, But the living 
being is essentially ἀρχὴ κινήσεως καὶ αἰσθήσεως (de Somno 4.456 9. 5), 
and the categories in which it is conscious of αἰσθητά may be 
reduced to one—viz. κίνησις. Since, however, ἡ τοῦ αἰσθητοῦ ἐνέργενα, 
κα rit oleOjocas ἡ οὐτῇ ἐστι καὶ μία (de An. iii. 2. 425 Ὁ. 25) —since 
fn actual experience subject and object are one, this ultimate 
category of the mind is also ultimate in things: ‘die Bewegung 
‘tet die erste Thatigkeit des Denkens und des Seins, 

‘On the general subject of the ἴδια and κοινὰ αἰσθητά, see Hamilton's 
Reid, noe D on Primary and Secondary Qualities of Body, espe~ 
cially pp. 828-830 (Hamilton regards the Aristotelian distinction 
2s analogous to that between Primary and Secondary Qualities): 
‘sce also Trendelenburg, de Anima, notes on passages quoted above, 
and Edwin Wallace, Psychology of Arestotle, Introduction § ix, and 
‘notes on passages quoted above: sce also Grant's useful note 

ad fee, 


‘olg] ‘like that by which we perceive.’ The nature of the per-a 23. 
‘ception involved in φρόνησις is merely illustrated by means of the 
‘tmathematician’s perception of the common sensible σχῆμα, The 

or particular, which the mathematician, as such, perceives 
is the particular shape (triangular, quadrilateral, circular) of the 
‘figure before him; and shape is not the datum of a single sense 
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1149 » 28, as colour ¢.g. is, but is given in the perceptions of more than one 


sense, I thus take τρίγωνον to be merely an example of the 
common sensible σχῆμα {κύκλος would have done equally well), and 
dismiss as untenable the view of Michelet and other commentators, 
that what the mathematician is here said to perceive is that * what 
ig ultimate or simplest in geometry is the triangle '—#.¢. that all 
figures may be broken up into triangles. But surely, if the writer 
had been thinking of ‘that which is ultimate in geometry,’ he 
would not have mentioned a figure at all, but στιγμῇ. 

Φρόνησις then is concerned with f¢xere—particulars, which it 
perceives, as αἴσθησιν perceives its ἔσχατα, rmmediately: bat the 
ἔσχατα of φρόνησιε are not like the ἴδια αἰσθητά perceived by the 
‘special senses,— this is red, this is sweet,’—but rather, they are 
like the perceptions of the geometer—' this shape before me is 
triangular, or circular’ As a coloured object seen, or a resisting 
object touched, is the occasion for the geometer of the perception 
ΟΥ̓σχῆμα by his κοινὸν οσϑητήριον, ΒΟ in the φρόνιμος the various 
feelings and circumstances which make up τὰ ἐν ταῖς πράξεσι are 
responded to by an activity of the moral reason which imposes on 
the ὕλη presented to it its own form of Duty, As the geometer 
solves his problem by perceiving shaper in the data of eye (or 
touch), and recognising this construction, or manipulation of 
shapes, as better fitted for the solution of a given problem than 
that other construction, so the dpérqoe solves the problem of τὸ 
εὖ (ἣν by apprehending τὰ ἐν rais πράξεσι, not as things pleasant or 
painful to sense here and now, but as things which are goo? or 
éad—i.¢, fitted, or not fitted, to have a permanent place in the 
general plan of life : ἀγοδοῦ γὰρ ἡ aloOnous, J οἴσθησιε, drnbapBanvotas 
οὐχ ola re οὐδὲ κακυῦ, ἀλλὰ μόνον τοῦ τέρποντος ἣ ἀνιῶντοε. τὸ δὲ ἀγοθὸν. 
καὶ τὸ caxiv τοῦ νοῦ μόνου κρίνειν dori: Themistius, νοὶ, ii. μι “τ, ede 
Spengel. 

Although T believe that the Jirs# meaning of τὸ [ἐν τοῖς μαθηματι-. 
κοῖε] " ἔσχατον in the writer’s mind was the geometer's particular— 
this partiewlar shape, εἰς, wiangle, he could not fail to be conscious 
οἵ the other meaning of ἔσχατον, as the /asf step in ζήτησιε : see Ε΄ ΔΤ, 


ὁ dy τοῖν ad, bracketed by Bywater, The words may very well have bea 
inserted by ἃ seribe in the laterest of the interpretation adopted by Michelet 
referred to above: in his Contributions (p. 41), however, Bywater remake 
that ‘it in quite possible that ἐν τοῖν μαϑηματεικοῦε Is only out of pace, and that 
it came in originally after αἰσθανόμεθα." 


ll 
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WH. 3. 11, 12 ὅ γὰρ βυνλενόμενον ἔοικε ζητεῖν καὶ ἀνολύεων.,., ὥσπερ 1148 0, 28. 


διάγραμμα εν, καὶ τὸ ἔσχατον ἐν τῇ ἀναλύσει πρῶταν εἶναι ἕν τῇ γενέσει. 
Indeed the words with which vi. 9 begins —ra ζητεῖν δὲ «τὰ. (I soe 
‘no reason for assuming, with Rassow, Forsch, p. 46, and Susemihl, 
that there is a lacuna between ch. 8 and ch. 9) make it pretty 
certain that, as a matier of fact, the term ἔσχατον did sugyest ζήτησις 
tohis mind. We may then follow up this suggestion, and say that the 
φρόνιμος, like the γεωμέτρης, (qrei—follows out a train of thought (pax 
‘roria λογιστική in his case, have. αἰσθητικῇ in the case of the yeouepye: 
sce Trendelenburg, Hisdorische Beilrdge sur Phil, vol. ii. pp. 381,382, 
de An. Hi. 10. 433 Ὁ. 29) till he reaches an ἔσχατον ἐν τῇ ἀναλύσει--- 
something which he finds will serve his purpose, and beyond which 
[μὲ does not care to go, ‘This ἔσχατον is ἃ particular reached at last, 
‘and recognised as ἃ means now to be taken for the attainment of the 
end in view. Thus the γεωμέτρην reaches a point at which the further 
Resiperis Of his διάγραμμα (sce Afel, Θ, 9. 1051 ἃ. 21. 964. and note on 
BN: ili, 3. τὰ Ὁ. 20 ἀναλύειν. . . διάγραμμα for the difference 
between ἀνάλυσις and διαίρεσιν, my cease, when, as in Eucl. £7, 
i. 47, he has got certain τρίγωνα, by means of which he can show 
that the square described upon the side subtending the right angle 
ἧς equal to the squares described upon the sides which contain the 
Fight angle. The φρόνιμον likewise reaches a point at which he 
must say—'Here at last I must stop thinking, and begin to act. 
‘This is the régd/ thing to do: it is unpleasant, perhaps; but it 
Bright, 1 must do it! 


κἀκεῖ] ‘for on that side too we shall reach a point beyond which a. 29, 


‘we cannot go.’ We cannot go beyond the πρῶτοι ὅροι on the one 
‘siffe, or the wef dmora or ἔσχατα on the other side. 


AN αὕτη μᾶλλον αἴσϑησις ἢ φρόνησις, ἐκείνης δ᾽ ἄλλο εἶδος] 
*But this latter sense (ἢ εν the κοινὴ αἴσθησιν operative in mathe- 
matics) is sense rather than prudence, though specifically different 
from the other sense (6. ἡ τῶν ἰδίων)": so Cornes—airy piv ἢ 
ἀντίληψις τῶν μερικῶν, οἵαν εἴρηκε συμβαίνειν ἐν τοῖς μαθηματικοῖς, αἴσθησιν 
μᾶλλον λέγοιτο ἢ φρόνησιε. In other words, the sense operative in 
‘mathematical (jens, though specifically distinct from the special 
is not to be identified with prudence or the deliberating 
A fecoky. ‘tis only analogous to prudence. For ἢ some MSS, and 
‘editors read j—in which case the distinction is between ᾧ gpémave 
arr ὅκαστα (which is then said to resemble the mathematician’s 
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1142.0.20, οἴσθησιν) and ἡ ἀρχιτεκτονικὴ φρόνησις (which cannot be classed as 


a kind of aloéyos). I prefer the § reading; but anyhow the clause 
is awkward and unnecessary, 


CHAPTER IX, 
ARGUMENT, 


Dadibirating, or taking counssl, ix a species of seeking. 

Whot ἐν good counsel? Is ἐξ seientific knowledge, or opinion, or happy 
guessing? 

Ut cannot be wirntific kmorededge, for he wha knows doer not week, and tabing 
good counsel, or deliberating well, ὧν a form of deliberation, be. of seeking, 

Ze cannot be happy swsssing, for one makes a happy cucss all at once ovithewe 
Minking, whereas dediteration takes time. Nor is it sapecity, which is α kind 
of happy guetring. 
cannot be epinion of any bins. 

Since deliberating welt és deliberating ‘correctly, ἐξ wilt be ‘corvectness* af 
some hinds—notcorrestnes of sientifc kmowledce, however, for * correct is μαμὰ 
only twhere ‘incorrect’ ts posstble, and scientific knowledge ἐκ wever* 
nar of epinion, for correctness of opinion is truth—semething definite ond ital 
(indeed, an ofinion a: sch, whether tene or falie, is always something definite 
send settled’ whereas the man who deliberate: (cohether correctly or i 
‘has not yet reacheet anycbing definite and settled, but is stilt seeking and think 
amy, δὲ remains, then, that deitherating well is a correct process of thinking 
conceited as Hill going om, mot a correct eewult of thinking concetved as definitely 


affirmed. 

But when we speak of deliberation as ‘correct, we vst be careful to mete that 
ΤΙ ἦν not enough that it should be’ correct” as regards eny single ome of the three 
elements—end, means, amt length of time taren—which are distinguished tu 
deliberation: it must be ' correct” as regards all three, ex. Se does mat deliberate 
swell, or ‘correctly, whe attains to a good end by bad meat ; or teks σεν attains 
toa good end by good means, but takes an anuimatty long time tm Ais deliberation, 
and το runs the risk of missing tke opportunity of action. 

There are of course many ends in relation to which we say of 2 wan, “λα 
aeliborates welt) specifying in each ease the endz but whew a man *seliberates 
well or correctly’ in relation to the end par excelleace—the chief ered of rxare— 
we say without any qualification, ‘ke doliberates well er correctly, 
man of good connie Goxt counsel then, in the strict seuse, wilt be the 
characteristic quality of the prudent man—the man who has ἃ trae comcepeion 
of the chief end and employs the means which subserse st. 


‘This chapter, as Grant explains, commences the examination of 
ἃ set of faculties (εὐβουλία, εὐστοχία, ἐγχίνοια, σύνεσις, and γνώμην 
cognate to φρόνησις, or forming part of it. 
1 Lowe this rendering of εὐστοχίω to Peters, 
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“enquiring and deliberating are different, 
for deliberating is a species of enquiring.” But what is meant 
apparently is, to bring good counsel” under the head of enquiring, 
which separates it at once from both science and opinion’—Grant. 
‘This seems to me to be the correct view of the place of the clause; 
and 1 cannot agree with Rassow (/orsch. p. 46), who says— das 
Capltel das tiber die εὐβουλία handel, beginnt mit einem Satz der 
Willig zusammenhanglos dasteht: τὸ ζητεῖν δὲ καὶ τὸ βουλεύεσθαι 
διωφέρει" τὸ γὰρ βουλεύεσθαι ζητεῖν τι ἐστίν. The Paraphrast brings 
out the connexion, recognised by Grant, as follows—«al πρῶτον περὶ 
εὐβουλίαν οἰκείως γὰρ ἔχει μάλιστα τῇ φρονήσει, ἧς τὸν λόγον ἀρτίως 
ἀπηλλώξαμεν, ὥστε τὸν περὶ εὐβουλία λόγον τῷ περὶ τῆς φρονήσεως. 
συνακτέον, πρῶτον μὲν οὖν οὐκ ἔστι ζήτησιε' ἐπὶ πλέων γάρ ἐστιν ἡ 
ὑδτησις τῆς εὐθουλίας οὐ μόνον γὰρ ὁ εὖ βουλενόμενος, ἀλλὰ καὶ 6 κακῶς 
᾿βυυλενόμενον ζητεῖ, καὶ οὗ μόνον τὸ ἐνδεχόμενα, ἀλλὰ wal τὰ ἀναγκεῖωι 
ὑπούνται" περὶ ὅ ἐστιν ἢ ἐπιστήμη" olor, εἰ τὸ τρίγωνον Exe δύο ὀρθά, 
Cordira πρὸε τῆς ἐπιστήμης, καὶ εἰ ἡ σελήνη σφαιροειδής ἐστι διὰ τοῦτο 
ἡ «ὐβουλία οὐκ ἔστιν ταὐτὸν τῇ (πτήσει, ὅτι δέ, οὐδὲ ἐκιστήμη ἐστὶν ἡ 
αὐβουλία ὁ μὲν γὰρ ἐπιστήμων οὐ ζητεῖ περὶ ὧν ἐπίσταται, ὁ δὲ εὔβουλον 
Greve} γὰρ εὐβουλία βουλή τις ἐστίν" ἡ δὲ βουλὴ ζήτησις ἐστιν τοῦ τί διῖ 
πράττειν καὶ 5 βυνλενόμενος ζητεῖ κοὶ λογίζεται περὶ τῶν πράξεων, ὄνων 
σὲ eal cede γίνωνται Sere ἡ μὲν σὐβουλία ζήτησιε, ἡ δὲ ἐπιστήμη ob 
τοιαύτη ἡ εὐβουλία Apa οὐκ ἔστιν ἐπιστήμη, The writer of the M. Mf. 
thus describes the relation of εὐβουλία to φρόνησιε ii, 3. 199 a. 4— 
ἡ δέ γε εὐβουλία ἐστὶ μὲν περὶ ταὐτὰ τῇ φρονήσει (περὶ γὰρ τὰ mpaxrd ἔστι 
τὸ περὶ αἵρεσιν καὶ φυγὴν Brea), Zorw δὲ οὐκ ἄνευ φρονήσεως, ἡ μὲν γὰρ 
φρόνησις πρακτικὴ τούτων ἐστί, ἡ δὲ εὐβουλία ἕξις ἢ διάθεσιν ff τι τοιοῦνον. 
ὁ ὀπισενετικὴ τῶν ἐν τοῖς πρακτοῖς βελτίστων ταὶ συμφορωτύτων. 


‘It is an abrupt, awkward commencement 1143 a 33. 


$2 ἄνευ τε γὰρ λόγου] does not involve a process of reasoning, ». ἃ, 


$3. ἀγχίνοια] The editors refer to Am. Post. i, 34. 89 Ὁ, 10 for v. δ, 


the definition of ἀγχίνοια as εὐστοχία τις ἐν ἀσκέπτῳ χρόνῳ τοῦ μέσου. 

iat the faculty of guessing at once the ‘middle term,’ or cause, 

which explains a phenomenon; and thus answers to Locke's 

(Essay, iv. 2. 3 ‘2 quickness of the mind to find out these 

ideas that shall discover the agreement or disagreement 

‘of any other, and to apply them right’), or to what is now called 
the ' Scientific Imagination’ 


ἢ 
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1142 0.0. οὐδὲ δὴ δόξα ἦ εὐβουλία οὐδεμία] After this assertion we 
expect ἃ clause giving the reason for it; but instead we have 
ἃ clause which goes off with ἀλλά, 11 is not till we come to the 
words 1142 ἵν. 13 καὶ yap ἦ δόξα... λογίζεται that we get the reason 
for the assertion οὐδὲ δὴ δόξα, . οὐδεμία, The run of the passage 
would be greatly improved if we could adopt Zwinger's 
ment (for which see Zell's note and Susemihl's Appar, Crit, ad loc.) 
so far as to insert 1142 Ὁ. 13 καὶ γὰρ 9 δόξα... λογίζεται after 
οὐδεμία t14a Ὁ, 7. The sentence 1142 Ὁ, 7 ἄλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ ὁ μὸν κακῶς .«- 
b. 12 πᾶν οὔ δόξα ἐστίν would then come in without awkwardness. 
As for the words 1142 ὃν τς ἀλλὰ ply ,., οὕπω φάσιε, they are 
rejected by several critics, Their inconsistency with 1142 Ὁ, 16 
ἀλλ᾽ ὀρθότης τίς ἐστιν ἡ εὐβουλία βουλῆς is insisted on by Rassow 
(Forsch. p. 46)—‘Acltere Erklirer, wie Giphanius und Zwinger, 
nehmen Anstoss an den von mir eingeklammerten Worten {ἐν 
1142 b, τὰ ἀλλὰ phy... οὕπω φάσιε), die neueren halen es fur 
hinreichend, zu διανοίας dpa λείπεται dic Worte ὀρθότητα αὐτὴν εἶναι 2 
erginzen. Allerdings handelt es sich um die Frage: τίνος ὀρθότης 
ἡ εὐβουλία; aber wenn auf diese bereits mit λείπεται «x2, dic letete 
Antwort gegeben wird, wie passen dann die Worte ἀλλ᾽ ὀρδόεην ie 
ἐστιν ἡ εὐβουλία βουλῆς, in denen doch ersichtlich erst das Endresultat 
der Untersuchung angegeben werden soll? Durch Umstellung ist, 
wie ich glaube, hier nicht zu helfen,’ 

b.8, ὃ δ᾽ εὖ ὀρθῶς βουλεύεται] Fe. εὔτε ὀρθῶς, therefore eiBourla ts 
ὀρθότης τις. 

v.10, ἐπιστήμης μὲν γὰρ οὐκ ἔστιν ὀρθότης (οὐδε γὰρ ἁμαρτία)}} as 
Eustrat. explains -ὀπιστήμη is itself ὀρθότηι, and there is no ὀρθότης 
ὀρθότητος, The infullibility of ἐπεστήμη, as such, has already been 
asserted in ch. 3. δ 1 and ch. 6. § 2. 

but, δόξης δ᾽ ὀρθότης ἀλήθεια] Of course ἐπιστήμη, although it has 
properly no ὀρθότης, has its ἀλήθεια, It is one of the faculties off 
ἀληθεύομεν καὶ μηδέποτε διαψενδόμεθα, ch. 6. § ἃ. 

ἅμα δὲ καὶ ὥρισται ἤδη πᾶν of δόξα ἐστίν] ‘the object of opinion 

is, ay such, always something definite’: δόξα has already adopted 

ἃ definite view: βουλή is a process which has not yet led to the 

adoption of anything definite, As the Paraph, puts it—j μὸν εὐβουλία 
Cnreiv ἐστίν, ἡ δὲ δόξα εὑρηκέναι, 

b.12, ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδ᾽... οὕπω φώσι5} If this sentence be retained (and 


| 
Ι 


δ... 
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Τ think that Rassow and Susemjhl go too far when they bracket it, 1142. 22. 


after Giphanius), we ought to take the first clause very closely 
with what immediately precedes—' The object of δόξα is always a 
Gefinite result already reached; but εὐβουλία is only a process (λόγοι) 
jich has not yet reached a result.’ Then follow the words 
Buwolar ὅρα Aeirerm, to which we must supply ὀρθότητα αὐτὴν εἶννι. 
Since εὐβουλία cannot be the ὄρθότης of either ἐσεστήμη or δόξα, for 
the reasons given, it remains that it is the ὀρθύτην of the discursive 
faculty—the faculty which carries on the process of reviewing fhe 
αἶρε which lead to results, but is not itself the ὑπόληψις of these 
results—airy γὰρ (se. διάνοια) οὕπω φάσις. 


ξ 4. EAN ὀρθότης τίᾳ ἐστιν ἡ εὐβουλία βουλῆς) Rastow (Forsch. v.10. 


Ρ' 46), as we have seen, regards these words as inconsistent with 
δανοίει ἦρα λείπεται. 1 think that something might be said for 
bracketing them, and retaining the sentence ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδ᾽ ἄνεν λόγον. 
ἢ εὐβουλία. διανείας Spa λείπεται" αὕτη γὰρ οὔπω φάσις, bracketed by 
Rassow. As for the words 1142 b. 16 διὸ i βουλὴ ζητητέα πρῶτον τί 
rai περὶ vi—they are bracketed by Rassow, because (Forsch. p. 46) 
“das Wesen der βουλή ist ja schon viele Male erdrtert und im 
Folgenden ist davon nicht die Rede, vielmehr wird der Begriff der 
ὀρθότης, auf den es bier ganz allein ankommt, niher bestimmt’ 


ἐπεὶ δ' ἡ ὀρθότης πλεοναχῶς, δῆλον ὅτι οὐ πᾶσα] ὀρθῶι βεβουλεῦσϑοι b. 17. 


ἦα an expression which lends itself τὸ several inaccurate senses, 
It is inaccurate to describe (1) the man who has taken she right 
mexzs to the attainment of a dad end as ὀρθῶς βεβουλευμένος τ oF 
(2) the man who has reached a good end by improper means: or (3) 
the man who bas reached a good end by right means, but only 
after spending an unreasonably long time in deliberation. Thus 
πᾶσα must be taken distributively: ‘when we say ὀρθῶς βεβουλεν 
μένος, we do not wish the expression to be understood in any ane of 
its various senses, but only in the one strict sense in which it is 
Applied to the man who reaches a good end, by right means dis- 
covered within a reasonable time.’ 


ὁ γὰρ ἀκρατής κτλ] The description of the dsparjs here, as b. 18. 


employing λογισμόε for the attainment of a bad end, is not con- 
sistent with the account of him given in #. NV. vii, and answers 
rather to the ἀεύλαστοι. See Grant ad doc. 


ὁ προτίθεται ἰδεῖν} ἰδεῖν is the reading of KY, LY, Μ᾽, Ον, CCC, 
‘VOL. It, Go 
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1142.18 Cambr, Β΄. Instead of ἰδεῖν NC and Par. 1853 have καὶ σκέψασθαι 


». 20, 


Ὁ, 27. 


δεῖν -- σκέψασθαι being probably a gloss on δεῖν : of. Eustrat. ὃ γὰρ, 
ὁ ἀκρατὴς καὶ ἁπλῶν ὁ φαῦλος προτίθεται ὡς τέλον ἰδεῖν ἦτοι σκέψασθαι. 
ὅπως αὐτοῦ ἐπετεύβεται, καϑὺ ἀκρατὴς καὶ φαῦλον, ole ἔσταν. 

Madvig (Adv. Gril, 462) suggests δεῖν (so T), which is adopied by 
Grant (3rd ed.) and Jackson, who compare Plato, SoA. azx A 
ὅπερ ἄρτι προὐθέμεθα δεῖν ἐξενρεῖν. Rassow (Forsch. p. 97) suggests ob 
προτίθεται τυχεῖν, which is adopted by ΒΟ", Susemihl, and Grant in 


his last edition, I would suggest λαβεῖν τ cf: the following εἰληφών, 


δοκεῖ th] Fritzsche quotes, among other aphorisms, Soph. 
Antlig. 1050 κράτιστον «τημάτων εὐβουλία, 

ξ δ. ἀλλ᾽ ἔστι καὶ κτλ Eustrat. has te γὰρ ἐν τῷ συλλογισμῷ ἀνδέ. 
χεται ἀληθὲς εἶναι συμπέροσμα, τοῦ μέσου λαμβανομένον ψευδοῦε. . «.ν οὕτως 
ἐνδέχεται καὶ διὰ φαύλου τρόπον τέλος; ἀποβῆναι χρηστόν, οἷον εἴ ree πένητ 
μοιχεύσας ἔκ τούτου ηὐπόρηκεν. It is inaccurate, as Grant notes, to 
speak of 'a false middle term’ {ψευδῆ τὸν μέσον ὅρον εἶναι), falsctiood 
or truth belonging to propositions, not to terms, What the writer 
means is that either or both of the premisses containing the middie 
term may be false, and yet the conclusion be true: see Am, γῶν. 
ii. 2. 53 b. 4 ἔστι μὲν οὖν οὕτων ἔχειν, ὥστ᾽ ἀληθεῖς εἶναι τὸς προτάσεις, δὲ 
ὧν ὁ συλλογισμόν ἔστι δ᾽ ὥστε ψευδεῖτ' ἔστι δ᾽ ὥστε τὴν μὲν ἀληδῆ͵ σὴν 
δὲ ψευδῆ" τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα ἣ ἀληθὲς ἢ ψεῦδοι ἐξ ἀνάγεης. ἀξ Digan 
μὲν οὖν οὐκ Tors ψεῦδορ συλλογίσασθαι, ἐκ ψευδῶν δ' ἔστιν ἀληθίε, πλὴν 
οὐ Bude, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε" τοῦ γὰρ Bibra οὐκ ἔστιν ἐκ ψευδῶν σνλλογισμόε. 

$6. ἐκείνη] ἡ 4. the βουλή which, having a-good end and τὴς 
ploying good means, yet takes too long time. The man who 
comes to 2 ‘ right” decision only when the time for action is past, 
cannot be called εὔβουλον. | 

ἀλλ᾽ ὀρθότης ἡ κατὰ τὸ ὠφέλιμον, καὶ οὗ δεῖ καὶ ὃς καὶ ὅτε] “but 
rightness where the advantageous is concerned—end, means, and | 


length of time, being all what they ought to be.’ I scarcely think 
that Eustr, is right in making καὶ of δεῖ epexegetical of τὸ ὠφέλιμον, 
He says—ierivy ἢ ὀρθότης τῆς εὐβουλίας ἐστὶν εὐβουλία, ἡ «οἱ τὸ ὠφόλαμον Ὁ 
ἔχοι τοῦ τέλονε, καὶ τοῦ τρόπον τὸ ἐπαινετόν, ὃ δηλοῖ τὸ Se, καὶ τοῦ χράνον ͵ 
τὸ ἀρκοῦν, ὅπερ δηλοῖ τὸ ὅτε. τὸ δὲ ὠφέλιμον καὶ οὗ δεῖ ὡς ποραλλῆλον ἢ 
ἐστὶ τὸ αὐτά. 


bas 871 The Paraph. Heliodorus has the following note - Ἐπεὶ δὲ τὸς 


τέλος ἢ κοθάλον ἐστὶ nal ἔσχατον, ἢ μερικόν, ἔσχατον μέν, πρὸε ὃ wire πρᾶ- 
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ἔνε ἀνθρωπίνη φέρεται, μερικὸν δέ, πρὸς & τίνες πράξεις φέρουσιν, ἀκολούθως 1142 v.28 
καὶ ὁ εὐβουλία ἔχεν ἡ μὲν γὰρ καθόλου ἐστίν, ἥτιε ὀρθὴ καὶ ἀγαθὴ βουλή ἐστι 
πορὶ τῶν φερόντων ele τὸ ἔσχατον τέλος, τὴν κατ᾽ ἀροτὴν Cary ἡ δὲ μερική, 
ἥτις εἷς μερικόν τι τέλος φέρει, bade ἔστε μὲν τὸ ἔσχατον, φέρει δὲ εἰς τὸ 
ἔσχοτον εἴλου, “Thus τὸ τέλοι τὸ ἀηλῶε ἰδ the τέλορ τέλειον. εὐδαιμονία : 
ff. EN. νἱ. 5, 1 Boxed δὴ φρονίμου εἶναι τὸ δύνασθαι «αλῶς βουλεύσασθαι 
περὶ τὰ αὐτῷ ἀγαδὰ κεὶ συμφέροντα, ob κατὰ μέρος, οἷον ποῖα πρὸε ὑγίειαν, 
πρὸς ἐσχύν, ἀλλὰ ποῖα πρὸς τὸ εὖ ζῆν Dos, 
πὰς 84] so Sus. and Byw, after Kb, Mb, τ. Bekker's ἡ δέ τιν is ν.ϑ0. 
given by L®, NC, Ob, BY"; ἡ rie δέ by Cambr. 


ἡ κατὰ τὸ συμφέρον πρὸς τὸ τέλος, οὗ ἡ φρόνησις ἀληθὴς ὑπόληψίς b, 9, 
ἔστι»} Bywater has restored τό before τέλος from ΚΡ and 1, instead 
of te read by Bekker, It has been suggested that τὸ συμφέρον, not 
χόλον, is the antecedent to which of relates—on the ground that 

is concerned with means to the end given by ἠθικὴ dper} 
(see BLN. vie ch. 12. § 8-ch. 13. § 2). But then, we should have 
had πρὸε τὸ τέλοε τὸ ἁπλῶν, not πρὸν τὸ τέλον oF πρός τι ros. ‘The 
clause beginning οὗ is necessary to define the reference οἵ τὸ (or 7s) 
πέλοι. Nor is there any difficulty in making φρόνησις the ὑπόληψεν 
χοῦ τὔλουτ, Φρόνησιν ἰδ ἀρχυτεκτονικῇ, 29 well a8 περὶ τὸ καδ᾽ ἕκαστα 
(eee EN. vi. 7.7). We may say that φρόνησιν indeed apprehends 
the end, but could not do so in the way required by morality—#.e, 
with a ‘single eye,’ unless ἠθικὴ ὀρενή invested that end with a moral 
interest. The Paraph. is quite distinct {n referring of τὸ rior. He 
‘says that the words πρόν τι τέλος, of ἡ φρόνησις ὁληδὴν ὑπύληψίς ἐστι are 
PUt διὰ τὴν πονηρὰν βουλῆν, ἥτιε τὰ μὲν rider προσήκοντα καὶ ἀκόλουθα 
ὑγτεῖ, πρὸς vidos δὲ φέρεται πονηρὸν οὗ of ἐστὶν ἡ φρόνησις ἀληθὴς ὑπό- 
Dans. 


CHAPTER X. 


AxGument. 


Intelligence ἐ mot the sama as knowledge generally, or opinion (then all men 
mond be * intelligent"), nor is it a special branch of Anowlodge, like medical 
| setence ex geometry ; for it is mot concerned with the ' eternal and immutable, 
_ eoud ameoniy things * that come into being only with those which, being difficult to 
serderstand, are subjects of deliberation. Its feta therefore is the same as that of 
Prudence ; bet it is mot Prudence: for Prudence issues commands or recom 
wrendations, whereas Intelligence mervly site, at it wert, and judger, The 

oa 
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intelligent man, wring his experience, comes to. right decision abot measters 
within the province of Prudence laid before him by another in α speech : πε be 
Histens be does mat add to hit experience, but mnakes wie of hit exporimce, just as 
aman τοῖο knows Greek docs not learn Greck, whem he listens fe ameter speaking 
Greek, but uses the Greek which he has, ὧν order te understand what i said. 
The intelligent man is Re who wadcritands, or appreciates correctly, the walwe 
of recommendations made ἐν him within the province of Prusiewce. 


ξ 1. σύνεσις} intelligence, is another element in Φρόνησεε, or a 
state cognate to it. It is the faculty of understanding and appre- 
ciating good advice laid before one by another perton. ‘The 
συνετός, gud συνετός, does not initiate policies, or schemes of on- 
duet, but has the intelligence to recognise good ones when they are 
presented to him, Stvrour is thus the excellence of the κριτής who 
listens to a speech (ἄλλου Aéyorroe § 3), and judges rightly as to the 
merits of the plan of action which it recommends (ἐπιτάττει § 2). 
Ξύνεσιν may be regarded as a stage in the development of φρόνησιν. 
A man must have listened intelligently to what his elders advise on 
practical matters, before he can take rank himeelf as an authorita- 
tive adviser. ΟΥ̓ course the majority of men—so far as 
political questions are concerned—never become φρόνιμοι and der 
vaxrixol, but are, at best, only intelligent followers or critics— 
συνετοί. 


εὐσυνεσία] All MSS. secm to give ἀσυνεσία, and, in the next line, 
ἀσυνέτους. Ἐὐσυνεσία and «ὐσυμέτους is the certain emendation of 
Ἡ. Stephanus—made, independently it would appear, by Spengel 
also (see Arist, Studien i. p. 242). 


πάντες γὰρ ἂν ἦσαν συνετοί] He seems to mean that al? mem would 
then be ‘ intelligent,’ for all men have either ἐπιστήμη or δόξα but 
the Paraph. understands the words rather differently : he says—f 
γὰρ ἂν mivres of ἐπιστήμονες ἢ of δοβάζοντεε συνετοὶ ἦσαν. ἀλλ᾽ οὐα εἰσίσε 
He, either all ἐπιστήμόνες or all δοξάζοντες would be euwrel. 


$2. ἡ μὲν γὰρ φρόνησις ἐπιτακτική ἐστιν. «. ἡ δὲ σύνεσις κριτικὴ 
μόνον] Grant points out that ‘the opposition of these terms is taken 
from Plato, Politicus 259 E~260 Ὁ, where it is said that “all sclence 
may be divided under the two heads of critical and mandatory" 
Ip! οὖν evindogs τὴς γνωστοῦρ ἃ τὸ pir: ἀεώσιδο μϑως τ ΝΣ 
preci» διαιρούμενοι προσείποιμεν, ἐμμελῶρ ἂρ φοῖμεν δῳρῆσθαι; 

ταὐτὸ γὰρ σύνεσις καὶ εὐσυνεσία καὶ συνετοὶ καὶ εὐσύνετοι] added to 


BOOK WI; CHAP, 10: δὲ 2-4. 85 


meet the possible objection that, although σύνεσις ‘is κριτικὴ μόνον, 1143 0.10, 
εὐσινεσία may be something more, 


8.8. ἀλλ᾽ ὅσπερ τὸ μανθάνειν κιτιλ.} Grant quotes Soph, ΑἹ. ἦν. τ. ἃ. 18, 
(he Τρ. ἴχ. 3. 165 Ὁ. 32) for the double meaning of μανθάνειν (1) 
to learn, (2) to understand—rd γὰρ μανθάνειν ὁμώνυμον, τό re ξυνιέναι 
ρώμενον τῇ ἐπιστήμῃ καὶ τὸ λαμβάνειν ἐπιστήμην, 

ϑένεσες is not the possession or acquisition of dpimou— the power 
of giving good advice—but the employment of one's intelligence in 
‘estimating advice given. Ξυνιένοι 8 thus like μανθάνειν, where pavl- 
yu» means, not ‘learning something new,’ but *understanding’ 
‘what is said to one in conversation, by means of knowledge (e.g. 
knowledge of the language in which the conversation is carried on) 
which one already possesses. 


οὕτως eA.) As, in conversation, one ‘understands’ (μανθάνει) m 18, 
what is said in a language, and on a subject, with which one is 
already familiar, so, in the ἐκκλησία, the ordinary citizen employs 
‘his general experience and intelligence (&éga—ef. τὸ δοξαστικόν τε τὸ 
λογιστιεύν Α΄. N. vi. 5. 8, vi. 13. 2) in apprehending (σννιένοι) the 
advice given in a statesman’s speech, 

ἄλλου λέγοντος] For σύνεσιε, regarded specially as the excellence ἃ, 15, 
of the listener in the assembly or court, c/ Philemon (Meineke, 
Fragm. Comic. vol. iv. 46)— 

χαλεπόν γ᾽ ἀκροατὴν ἀσύνετον καθήμενον, 
ὑπὸ γὰρ ἀνοίας οὐχ ἑαντὸν μέμφεται. 

καὶ κρίνειν καλῶς τε. ἔστιν ἡ σύνεστε, κοὶ ἡ εὐσυνεσία - then follows 
τὸ γὰρ εὖ τῷ καλῶς τὸ αὐτό, 

ξ 4 ἐκ τῆς ἐν τῷ μανθάνειν] ‘from the intelligence shown in #17. 
“understanding "΄---ας, the meaning of a person with whom one is 
talking. Coraes has the following note here—* χρώμεθα wodAdme τῷ 
μανθάνειν ἐπὶ τοῦ συνιέναι οἷον, ἡνίκα ὁ μὴ συνιεὶς τὰ λεγόμενα φησὶ πρὸς 

᾿ τὸν λέγοντα (᾿Δριστοῴ, Πάτρ, 1444) 
νος πῶς: αὐ μανθάνω" 
ὁμοθέστερόν πὼς εἰπὲ καὶ σαφέστερον, 
ὅπερ ἂν Γάλλοι ἀνὴρ ἑρμηνεύσειεν οὕτωι, comment? je ne te comprends 
point; parle-moi un peu moins savamment et plus intelligiblement,’ 
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CHAPTER ΧΙ. 


Αχούμεντ. 


Judgment ἐν the faculty of deciding correctiy what is equitable " this definition 
ἐν tn accordance with the view commonly held about the epuitable wvan—that λὲν 
chief characteristic ix to b¢ ready to pss favourable juilgaent, 

The faculties mentioued— judgment, intelligence, prudence, and rearen—Aave 
ali, ἐε is easy 60 see, the same reference, and may be ascrited to the same character: 
thay all hase 10 de πράτ. sltimate particulars, intelligence amd 
faculties which come to right decivions ar regards matters witht the province of 
prudance, ints ax regards things which men do, which are always witimate 

1, never universal. Reason, indeed, is concerned with * παν ἐπεαύεε" δὲ 
both ends of the series ; it ἐκ both beginning and end-—as specubative, # ἐν 
concerned with the ultimate wniversals which cannot be demomstraiet by 
spllegistic reasoning, but are the immutable first primcipies of 
demonstration as practical, it is concermed with the ultimate particulars, 
arc contingent, and find their place in the minor βγεῖ of the practical 
το ϊοψέννε : these garticulars the practical reason, as regulating conduct, must 
Perceive immediately, for it is fram often perceiving theme thws that a man 
acquires the universal principle of conduct—the prevailing bem of character, 

Since reason, and the cognate facultécs, intelligence and judgment, are com- 
cerned with particulars, they will require time awd experience for their 
development: and, as a matter of fact, we see these focubtics (αι distinguished 
from the speculative faculty) growing naturally up im wen, ἂν they Become 
‘older : 10 much το that τοῦ fuel that undemonstroted ascertions amd epimbema, 
coming from men of years and experience, have all the weight of demonstrations, 
Such men have the eye of experience and see correctly. 

So much for Prudence and Wisdom, Ecch has its oun nature, and itr oxen 
sphere, and ἐν the excellence of tts own separate part of the soul. 


$1. γνώμη] rendered by Grant ‘consideratencss.’ It is perhaps 
impossible to bring out in any single English word the whole 
meaning of this term. It may be sufficient to think of 6 γνώμην. 
ἔχων as ‘the man of good sense and good feeling —especially in so 
far as he exhibits these qualities in his judicial decisions (ἢ τοῦ érun— 
κοῦς dort κρίσιε ὀρθή), "The dicasts swore γνώμῃ τῇ ἀρίστῃ (ar dumorirp) 
aplow—*t0 decide according to the best of their judgment’—¢f, 
Pol. fii, τό. 1287.2. 25 ἀλλ᾽ ἐπίτηδεε παιδεύσαε & νόμος ἐφίστησι πὰ Rood | 
τῇ δικοιοτότῃ γνώμῃ κρύτιν καὶ διοικεῖν τοὺς ἄρχωνται : Reed. i 18+ 1375 ἃ. 
27 Φανερὸν yap ὅτι, ἐὰν μὲν ἐναντίος ἢ ὁ γεγρομμένοι τῷ πράγματι, τῷ 
καινῷ νόμῳ χρηστέον κοὶ τοῖν ἐπιεικέσιν ὧς δικαιοτέροιε, καὶ ὅτε τὸ γνώμῃ τῇ Ὁ) 


BOOK Vi: CHAP, Al: § 1. 87 


ἀρίστῃ τοῦτ᾽ ἐστί, τὸ μὴ marredive χρῆσθαι soir γεγρομμένοιε, 
original meaning of γνώμη is ‘ knowledge’ or ‘understandin ‘hus 
in Democritus, quoted by Sextus Empiricus Adv, Math, vii. 138, 
we have γνώμης δὲ δύο εἰσὶν ἰδέαι, ἡ μὲν γνησίη, ἡ δὲ oxorin—* genuine 
knowledge’ und ‘dark knowledge': and in Herodotus iii. 4, γνώμην, 
ἵκανός means ‘a man of good understanding.’ Secondly, γνώμη came 
to stand for ‘a thought’—especially for ‘a thought ' or ‘ opinion” 
relating to the conduct of life. And this is the sense in which we 
find γνώμη technically used by Aristole in the Rhetoric: see Rhet. 
Hi 24.1394 ἃ. 22 Zor δ' ἦ γνώμη ἀπόφενσιε, ob μέντοι οὔτε περὶ τῶν καθ᾽ 
ἕκαστον, οἷον ποῖός τις ᾿Ιφικράτης, ἀλλὰ καθύλου" καὶ οὐ περὶ πάντων, οἷον ὅτε 
τὸ εὐδὺ τῷ κυμκύλφ ἐναντίον, ἀλλὰ περὶ ὅσων αἱ πράξειε εἰσί, eal αἱρετὰ ἢ 
φευκτά ἔστι πρὸς τὸ πράττειν, A γνώμη ig thus a generalisation relating 
to the conduct of life: and Aristotle takes special pains to make it 
clear that it is a generalisation which has merely an empirical 
basis—i.2 bas not been verified by syllogistic derivation from 
higher principles; for he goes on to say 1394 ἃ. 26 dor’ ἐπεὶ τὰ 
ἀνϑυμῆματα ὁ περὶ τοιούτων συλλογισμόν ἐστιν, σχεδὸν σὰ συμπεράσματα 
τῶν ἐνθυμημάτων καὶ αἱ ἀρχαὶ ἀφοιρεθέντος τοῦ συλλογισμοῦ γνῶμαί εἶσιν, 
οἷον. 

χρὴ δ' οὔ ποθ' Ge ris ἀρτίφρων πέφυκ' ἀνήρ, 

maida περισσῶν ἐκδιδάσεεσθωι σοφοῦ. 
τοῦτο μὲν οὖν γνώμη᾽ προστεθείσηε δὲ τῆν αἰτίαν καὶ τοῦ διὸ τί ἐνθύμημά 
ἔστιν τὸ ἅπαν, οἷον, 

xepit γὰρ Bins ὍΝ ἔχουσιν ἀργίαν, 

φϑόνον παρ᾽ ἀστῶν ἀλφάνουσι δυσμενῆ. 


οὖε στιν ὅν tue πάντ᾽ ἀνὴρ εὐδωμονεῖ 


«αἱ τὸ 


«αἱ τὸ 

οὐκ ἔστιν ἀνδρῶν ὅς τιν for’ ἐλεύθεγον 
rien, πρδε δὲ τῷ ἐχομένῳ ἐνθύμημα, 

ἢ χρυμέτων γὰρ δοῖλόν ἔστω ἢ τύχην, 


A maxim which may be used, by way of σημεῖον or εἰκός, as the 
premiss of an ἐνθύμημα or‘ rhetorical syllogism’ (see het. i. 2), or 
may, as conclusion of an ἐνθύμημο, be deduced from suitable pre- 
misses, is, if taken by iteelf (ἀφαιρεθέντοε τοῦ συλλογισμοῦ), a γνώμη. 
A γνόμη, then, is ἃ moral maxim, a piece of proverbial wisdom (cf 
the expression ποιηταὶ yrapwo'), advanced and accepted without 


ὶ΄΄.-. 
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1149 «19, proof, but recommending itself by its obvious agreement with the 


sentiments and feelings of the society in which it appears. 

Here, in the Zits, the meaning of γνώμῃ seems to waver between 
‘the act of deciding sensibly and kindly,’ and ‘the disposition which 
results in sensible and kind decisions.” 


avyyréporas| This is the reading of K> and ΜῈ restored by 
Bywater, instead of Bekker’s εὐγνώμοναν the reading of LA, Τὶ, 
Cambr,, NC, Β" * *, CCC, Eustr., Heliod. The /adex Arte. 
does not give εὐγνώμων except in this chapter, and in AY. AY. ii. 2, 
where συγγνώμων does not occur, and εὐγνωμοσύνη is used instead of 
γνώμη. It ἴα not unlikely therefore that εὐγνώμων got into the text 
‘of the Αἰμὰν at a date subsequent to the compilation of the 
M. ΜΔ Apart, however, {rom this suspicion, there is nothing 
against the word in the context here. Indeed it may be thought 
that the words a 21 σημεῖον O¢ τὸν γὰρ ἐπιεικῆ μάλιστά ᾧαμεν εἶναι. 
συγγνωμονικόν follow εὐγνώμονας more naturally than σνγγνώμονας + 
that the connexion between ἐπιείκεια and συγγνώμη [5 assumed to be 
better known than that between ἐπισίκσια and γνώμη, καδ᾽ ἦν «ὐγνώ- 
porns καὶ ἔχειν φομὲν γνώμην, and is therefore adduced as ἃ σημεῖον τ 
of, Rhet. i. 13. 1374 bi 4 ἀφ᾽ υἷε γὰρ δεῖ συγγνώμην ἔχειν ταῦτα 
musi, and Ὁ, το τὸ τοῖς ἀνθρωπίνοις συγγωώσκειν ὁπιενεέε, 

Συγγνώμη menns properly ‘thinking and {celing with others,’ 
and answers to the sensus communis of the Roman writers: 
of. Quintil. Inst. i. 2—Sensum ipsum, qui communis dicitur, ubi 
discet, cum se a congressu, qui non hominibus solum, sed multis 
quoque animalibus naturalis est, segregarit?—Hor. Sk i. 3. 66 
Simplicior quis et est . . . ut forte legentem Aut tacitum impellat 
quovis sermone molestus, Communi sensu plane caret, inquimus: 
—on which Orelli quotes Seneca, de Benefic. i. 12 Sit in beneficiis 
sensus communis: tempus locum personas observet, quia momentis 
quaedam grata et ingrata sunt. The συγγνώμων is the man of 
social sympathy, who enters into the thoughts and feelings of 
‘others, and especially is ready to make allowance for their diffi- 
culties in his formal or informal verdiets—who, in short, gives 
judgment (γνώμη) in their favour (ovr) when a rigid interpretation 
‘of the law would warrant an unfavourable judgment. 


ἡ δὲ συγγνώμη γνώμη ἐστὶ κριτικὴ τοῦ ἐπιεικοῦς ὀρθή" ὀρϑὴ δ᾽ ἢ 


"I find, tince writing the above, that this ix Bywatere opinion; see 
Comiribusions, μι 59. 
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ποῦ ἀληθοῦς] Trendelenburg brackets συγγνώμη: the sentence is 143.6 38, 


Sp ga ele κάνουν orp lines 
above—j γνώμη. i ἐπιεικοῦς ἐστὶ κρίσις ὀρθὴ: on the other 
hand, with συγράμη ich the definition of ovyyrdpy is in the 
same terms as that of γνώμη. L think that the words ἡ δὲ συγγνώμη 
γνώμη ἐστὶ εριτικὴ τοῦ ἐπιεικοῦς ὀρθὴ ought to be bracketed. The 
clause ὀρθὴ & ἡ τοῦ ἀληθοῦς follows the ὀρδή of line 20 very natur- 
ally, σημεῖον 8 . . . συγγνώμην being parenthetical. I agree with 
Rams. that τοῦ ὀπιειεοῦε in line 20, as in line 2g, ik neuter—the 
genitive of the object. Grant makes it masc. in both places. 


ὀρθὴ δ᾽ ἡ τοῦ ἀληθοῦς] sc. κριτικὴ, if line 23 be retained: if nol, a 34. 


κρίσιν οὶ that is a right decision which gives a ¢rue verdict,’ 

‘The whole § may be paraphrased thus—What is called *good 
sense'—the quality of people whom we describe as ‘fair and 
sensible, and as ‘taking a sensible and proper view,’ may be 
defined as ‘the habit of coming to right decisions in matters of 
equity.’ That this is a correct definition of ‘good sense” is seen, 
if we refer to the usage of the term ‘common sense’ as equivalent 
to ‘fellow feeling’ or ‘tendency to give favourable judgment,” It 
is generally admitted that ‘the equitable man' is distinguished for 
his ‘common sense,’ or ‘fellow fecling, and that to give effect to 
this sense or feeling in certain cases is ‘equitable.’ ‘Common 
sense" Is, in fact, ‘good sense,’ which enables a man to come to 
ἃ right decision in ἃ matter of equity: a ‘right" decision being once 
which gives a rue verdict. 

Tastead of γνώμη, the writer of AL MM. uses εὐγνωμοσύνη, as we 
have seen—ii. 2. r198 b. 34 ἡ δὲ εὐγνωμοσύνη καὶ ὁ εὐγνώμων ἐστὶν 
τιρὶ τοὐτὰ περὶ ὁ καὶ ἡ ἐπιείκεια, περὶ τὰ δίκαια [oni] τὰ ἐλλελειμμένα ὑπὸ 
τοῦ γυμοθέτον τῷ μὴ ἀκριβῶν διωρίσθιιι, κριτικὸς ὧν τῶν ἔλλελειμμένων ὑπὸ 
τοῦ νομοθέτου, καὶ γυγνώσκων ὅτι ὑπὸ μὲν τοῦ νομοθέτου ἐλλέλεπτωι, ἔστε, 
μέντοι δίκαια, 6 τοιοῦτος εὐγνώμων. tori μὲν οὖν οὐκ ἄνευ ἐπιεικείας ἧ 
εὐγνωμοσύνη" τὸ μὲν γὰρ ερῖναι τοῦ εὐγνώμονος, τὸ δὲ δὴ mpdrrew [eat] 
sari τὴν κρίσιν τοῦ ἐπιεικοῦς, It ought to be remembered that the 
writer of the Af. JY, discusses ἐπιείκεια in a context parallel, not to 
ἜΝ. ν. 19, but to BN. vis 11. 

T said that σύνεσις may be regarded as a stage in the development 
of φρόνησις. But the power of intelligently following a speech, and 
estimating its recommendations at what they are worth, presupposes 
something more than mere intellectual sharpness and nimbleness. 


a 
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1148 α. 24. The successful critic of a policy must be in sympathy with the 
traditional thought and feeling of the community for which the 
policy is recommended. γνώμη, or communts census, underlies | 
σύνεσις. And, as there are many who are συνετοί but never (at least 
in great matters) become φρόνιμοι, so there are many who have 
γνώμη and συγγνώμη without rising to the clear intellectial eon- 
sciousness of reasons possessed by the συνετοί, The ouvert Ὁ 
appreciate the force of the ἐνθυμήμοτα {ῥητορικοὶ σνλλογισμοῖν which 
the speaker employs: but γνῶμαι are points of view which recom= 
mend themselves without syllogistic proof (ἀφαιρεθέντον τοῦ owARo~ 
youot)—are felt to be true by ὁ γνώμην ἔχων, 

In the foregoing remarks I have purposely allowed the Aristotel~ 
ian associations connected (@) with the term γνώμη, as (1) moral 
maxim, (2) judge's decision, (3) disposition which results in γνῶμον, 
(1) or (2), and (4) with the term συγγνώμη, ax communis sensus, 
and especially the manifestation of commundt sensws in equitable 
judgments, to have free play, and influence one another. I believe 
that the writer of this § could not use the term γνώμη without being 
affected by these various associations. At the same time, it is 
proper to say, in conclusion, that I think that the sense of γνώμῃ as 
judge's decision ix most prominent in his mind. If σύννσιε is 
especially the κρίσες in the ἐκκλησία, γνώμη is especially that in the 
διμαστήριαν. 


8,27, ᾧ 3. γνώμην ἔχειν͵ This infinitive is grammatically the object of 
ἐπιφέροντες, and we should have expected the article before it: but 
the writer omits the article, because he still has λέγομεν in his mind. 
‘That he has λέγομεν in his mind is shown clearly by the following 
accusatives καὶ φρονίμους καὶ συνετούς. Michelet makes the conatrac- 
tion—yradyny γὰρ nol σύνεσιν καὶ φρόνησιν καὶ νοῦν ἐπὶ τοὺς αὐτοὺς 
ἐπεφέροντει, λέγομεν καὶ φρονίμους καὶ συνετοὺς γνώμην ἔχειν wot νοῦν ἤδη τ 
but, if this is the construction, why have we not the article before 
φρονίμους and συνετούς ἢ 


νοῦν ἤδη] 1 think that Grant's suggestion is right—that this ex- 
pression refers ‘to what is said in § 6 ἥδε ἡ ἡλικία νοῦν ἔχει᾽ and is 
‘nearly equivalent to our saying of a person that he had “attained 
to years of discretion,”’ 


8.91, τὰ γὰρ ἐπιεικῆ κοινὰ τῶν ἀγαθῶν ἁπάντων ἐστὶν ἐν τῷ πρὸς ἄλλον 
* for equity enters into all good relations between man and man’— 
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#4 equity is coextensive with justice. This is given as ἃ reason 11436. 31, 


for the statement ἐν τῷ κριτικὸς εἶναι περὶ ὧν ὁ φρόνιμος, συνετὸς καὶ 
εὐγνώμων" ἢ ovyyripor—the φρόνιμος has to do with ‘ull good 
relations between man and man’; and the συγγνώμων is κριτικὸς τοῦ 
ἐπικικοῦς, Which is coextensive with these ‘good relations.” 


8.81] Having proved at the end of § 2 that σύνεσις and γνώμη & 88, 
have the same sphere a8 φρόνησιε or νοῦς, because τὸ ἐπεικῆ are 
coextensive with τὰ ἀγαϑὰ τὰ ἐν τῷ πρὸς ἄλλον, the writer now proves 
the same point again, by reference to the fact δῖ τὰ πρακτά (which 
ἅτε ἔσχοτο) are the objects of σύνεσις and γνώμη, a8 well as of 
φράνησεε or νοῦς. Ramsauer brackets τὰ πρακτά in line 33, and Kb 
ἍΤ, Cambr, prs and NC read ἀπάντων for éravra. 


$4. καὶ ὁ νοῦς τῶν ἐσχάτων ἐπ᾽ ἀμφότερα] γνώμη, σύνεσιε, φρόνησις a 35. 
and νοῦς have been exhibited as πᾶσαι εἷς ταὐτὸ τείνουσαι, because all 
concerned with moral ἔσχατα (ἐπιεικῇ, ἀγαθά, πρακτά), The writer 
‘TOW goes on 10 say that νοῦς is concerned, not only with moral 
foxera—the particulars of action— but, in sclence as distinguished 
from conduct, with another kind of fexara—uliimaze principles— 
the highest universale: so that, if we use νοῦς in iis generic sense, 
we can say that it is concerned with ‘ultimates at both ends of the 
‘series’ (Grant}—#. δ. with universals at the top, and particulars at 
‘the bottom, 


vets ἐστὶ καὶ οὐ λόγος] The highest universals and the ultimate v. 1. 
paniculars are apprehended intuitively, not reached by discursive 
reasoning. 


καὶ ὁ μὲν κατὰ rig ἀποδείξεις] sc. voir, The construction is ὁ 
οἷν κατὰ τὰς ἀποδείξειε vote ἐστὶ τῶν ἀκινήτων ὅρων. ‘This is the νοῦς 
Seepqriads, 03 distinguished from the γοῦν πρωκτικύρττό ἐν ταῖς npax- 
τικαῖε (60. δόξειε of: EN. vii. 3. 9, OF προτάσεσι, or perhaps ἀποδείξοσι, 
understood in a loose sense), 


τῶν ἀκινήτων ὅρων καὶ πρώτων] se, ἐστί, ‘is concerned with’ ‘These ἡ. % 
are the First Principles of θεαλογική and μοθηματικῆ. 


ἐνδεχομένου] The full expression requires the addition of καὶ ν, 9. 


ἃ Εὐγνώμων fort, secludendum Byw.s see above § 1, note on συγγνώμοναν 
1.42 ἃ. 19. 
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1143 b. 8. ἄλλωε ἔχειν, which Rassow (Forsch. p. 17} accordingly proposes to 


insert, 


τῆς ἑτέρας xpordeews] the minor premise, called in 5. ΑΙ vii. 3. 
13 ἦ τελευταία πρότασιε. ΤῊΣ phrase éripa πρότασις does not appear 
from the Jndex Aris/, to occur except here. 


ν. 4. ἀρχαὶ γὰρ τοῦ of ἕνεκα αὗται] αὗται (attracted to the gender of 


ὀρχαϊ) are the particulars (ἔσχατα) which constitute the ‘minor 
premiss’ apprehended by νοῦς paxrieds. These particulars are 
said to be the ἀρχαὶ τοῦ of Eexe—to supply the materials out of 
which the moral end, or the character, is built up by θεσμός, as by 
a sort of induction—ée τῶν καϑ' ἕκαστα γὰρ τὰ καϑόλον', For & 
similar use of ἀρχῇ (as the material source) Grant compares 2. NV. 
Vis 3. 3 ἐπογωγὴ ἀρχῇ ἐστι καὶ τοῦ καθύλον. 


b.5, ξ δ. τούτων οὖν ἔχειν δεῖ αἴσθησιν, αὕτη δ᾽ ἐστὶ νοῦς} The 


πρακτικὸς νοῦς is here represented as ἃ semstélity to certain par 
ticular impressions. The cumulative effect of such particular 
impressions is a certain dent of character, or settled way of looking 
at, and feeling with regard to, the objects from which the im- 
pressions are received. But when νοῦς mpaxrunis is thus described 
as a sensibility to certain particular impressions, it is evident that, 
Srom the very first, ἐν most find, in the things which impress it, the 
common attribute to which the character eventually formed is the 
adaptation. Νοῦς πρακτικόν is indeed the sensibility to certain par 
ucular impressions, in so far as it is on the occasion of the 
presence of particular αἰσθητά (ἡδέα καὶ λυπηρά) that it receives its 
inypressions ; but thesc αἰσθητά impress it from the first ὧν @ moral 
way. It is therefore not merely. passive in relation to them ; it 
perceives this among them to be good, and that dad, irrespectively of 
the present pleasure or pain which attends either: a. it eriticlses 
them in view of the requirements of its own permanent nature. 
It is as true, in short, of the οἴσϑησιε with which the vols πρακτικός 
is here identified, as of the αἴσϑησις of the bodily senses, that it 
involves a perception of the καϑάλου : see An. Post. ii, 19. 100 ἃ. 
16 καὶ γὰρ αἰσθάνεται μὲν τὸ καϑ' ἕκαστον, ἡ δ' εἴσθησις τοῦ «nbShuv 


ἐστίν, 
1 If τὰ καθύλου (ΚΡ ΜΡ Bywater) is right (as against Bekker's τὸ καθόλου), 


‘Trendelenbury’s, 1 think, mistaken view (dist. Beitr. it, 384) that τέλωα is to 
be mupplied after κοϑόλον is finally disposed of 


sill 
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‘The sharp contrast drawn between the νοῦς θεωρητικός and the 
νοῦν πρακτικόν inn E.N, viv τα, δὴ 4, 5 is indeed very misleading. 
A καθόλου is at first dimly scen dy cach in the material sctting of the 
waff Teoova belonging to its sphere; and each, using its own 
peculiar method—suis θεωρητικός using ἐπαγωγή, and νοῦς πραετεκός, 
honis—comes to apprehend its κυϑόλον more clearly. ‘The only 
ground (apart, of course, from the difference of spheres, or object- 
matter) for contrasting the νοῦς θεωρητικύς and the νοῦς πρακτικός is 
that of the clearness with which each ultimately apprehends its 
οδύλου. The generalisations of the μοῦς ϑεωρητικύρ, clear-cut forms 
embodied in ὁρισμοί, seem, at last, to stand out independent of the 
particulars; whereas the generalisations of the νοῦν προκτικύᾳ are 
never clear-cut, but always inhere in particulars, They are the 
ways in which Kallias, and people who have received the same 
training as Kallas, generally act, in certain (approximately de- 
scribed) circumstances, when they act in the manner generally 
assumed to be right. But the generalisations of the νοῦς θεωρητικός, 
are abstract formulae, which distinguish themselves by their 
necessity from the particulars (as such, contingent) falling under 
them. To arrive at such formulae being the goal of the νοῦς 
Peapyruds, that faculty is represented as being ‘concerned with’ 
them; whereas the νοῦν πραντικόν is said to be ‘concerned with 
particulars,” because it never can, with any appearance of per- 
fection, detach its generalisations from them. 


διὸ καὶ φυσικὰ Bonet εἶναι τοῦτα ἢ τοῦτο arc νοῦς, φρόνησις, σύνεσιν, 
and γνώμη, as Ἐυείταϊυβ. notes. These habits are all concerned 
with τὰ caf ἕκαστιι, and therefore {διδ) require time and experience 
for their formation. They grow up in us naturally {φνσιαὰ δοκεῖ 
εἴνοι), a8 we gain experience of life. But we do not naturally grow 
‘upto be philosophers (φύσει σοφὸς μὲν οὐδε) : philosophy requires 
teaching: sce Eustrat. ad ἦρε, διότι φησὶν ἐκ τῶν καθ᾽ ὅκαστα ὁ 
προκτικὼφ νοῦς καὶ ἢ φρόνησις ἡμῖν πορογίνεται καὶ ἡ σύνεσιε καὶ ἡ γνώμη, 
διὰ τοῦτο καὶ φυσικὰ δοκεῖ εἶναι ταῦτα. ἡ μὲν γὰρ συφία τῶν καθόλου, 
διὰ τοῦτο καὶ οὐ φύσει ἡμῖν πρόσεστιν ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ μαθήσεως περιγίνεται, ὧν 
ναι καὶ νέον δυνατὸν ὑπάρξοι σοφὸν ἐν γνώσει τῶν καθόλον γενόμενον 
eo καὶ 
vie 


προλαβὼν ὁ φιλόσοφον εἴρηκεν. οἱ δὲ εἰρημέναι ἔξειεν ἐπεὶ ἀπὸ 


ἡλικίας τελεωτέρας, δι je abror ἀνθρώποιε προσγίνονται, ἐπεὶ δὲ ἔκ 
φύσεως ἦ ἡλικία, κιὶ ὁ μακρὸν τῆν (ois xpdver δ ὅσου ἡ κτῆσιν τῶν ἕξεων 


1143 Ὁ. δ. 


1149 5.6. 


be, 


5,14. 
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τούτων πορίζεται, διὰ τοῦτο καὶ φυσικὰ δοκοῦσι καὶ de φύσεως ἔρχεσθοι. 
GY Philemon (Meineke, Fragm. Comic. vol. ἵν. pi 34)— 

ἤκουσα τούτων αὑτόν, οὐδὲ φύετεν 

αὐτόματον ἀνθρώποισιν, ὦ βέλτιστε, νοῦς, 

ὥσπερ ἐν ἀγρῷ θύμοτ' ἐκ δὲ τοῦ λέγειν τε καὶ 

ἑτέρων ἀκούτιν καὶ ϑοωρῆσαι «5 + 

κατὰ μικρὸν del, φασί, φύονται φρένες, 


ξ 6. διὸ καὶ ἀρχὴ καὶ τέλος νοῦς’ ἐκ τούτων γὰρ αἱ ἀποδείξεις καὶ 
περὶ τούτων] Rassow (Forsch. p. 31) places these words after αὔτη 
δ᾽ ἐστὶ νοῦς ᾧ 5, 1143 b.5. A scribe, he suggests, transposed the 
two sentences both beginning with διό, This is very likely. More- 
over, it is only after τούτων οὖν ἔχειν δεῖ αἴσθησιν, οὕτῃ δ' ἐστὶ wie 
that the grammatical reference of the words ἐκ τούτων γὰρ αἱ 
ἀποδείξεις κιὰ περὶ τούτων is intelligible. 

As for the meaning of the statement ἀρχὴ καὶ τέλος woie—it is 
doubtless given correctly by the Paraph.—dpxi) μέν, nal! ὅσον τῶν 
πρώτων ἀρχῶν ἐστὶ γνῶσιν, καὶ θεωρητικὸν λέγεται' ἀρχὴ γάρ ὄστιν 
ἀποδείξεως" τέλος δέ, ea’ ὅσον γνῶσίε ἐστι τῶν eal ὅκαστα καὶ ἦν 
αἰσθήσει, ont πρακτικὸς λέγεται, For the expression ἐς τούτων . . . 
καὶ περὶ τούτων, (7. i. 3. 4 ἀγαπητὸν οὖν περὶ τοιούτων καὶ ἐκ τοιούτων 
λέγοντας ex: He means that ‘reasoning’ in morals 1s ἐκ τῶν xa? 
ἕκαστα, and περὶ τῶν Kad! ἕκαστα, The term ὠποδείξειν is, of course, 
used here in a loose sense, for ‘ morality ig not capable of demon- 
stration! 


δρῶσιν ὀρθῶς] This is the reading of L> (and apparently ΟΝ) 
only: ἀρχάν or ris ἀρχάς is given instead of ὀρθῶς by Kb, ΜΈ, r, 
CCC, NC, Cambr, and BY * *, Ald,, Hel., Eustr, 


ᾧ Ἴ. ἄλλου τῆς ψυχῆς μορίου] εἰ ε. σοφία is the highest excellence 


οἵ the ἐπιστημονιεὸν pépor, and φρόνησις of the λογιστικόν ; see nOle 


on ch, 3. § 1. 1139 b. 14, for Prantl’s view of the διανοηικαὶ ἀρεταῖς 
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CHAPTER XII. 
Λκαύμεντ. 


Let ws mow dlscuss the question —What ἐν the practical wie of Wistom amt 
Prudence? 


ἩΡ κάσσα, it may be urged, is wselers: it is concerned with that which eternally 
ἔπ, mat with that which comes to pass or Is produced, and conseymently does mot 
regard the means τοῦ εὰ produce Human Happiness, 

Predence indeed regards there means; hut mest we have Prudence in order 
to seonre them praitically ! Tie good man In virtue of his good habitsemploys 
these mecane, Le. perform: good acts, Surely knowing that these ncts are good 
does mat Bip ἐν mabe Aim ferform then, any more than knowing that a regular 
isabel s katie rrnsion (os distinguithed from knowing the proper treatment 

fan irregular pulse) wakes man's pulse regular, And if it be said that we 
= fn τος εἰ anata ὀνείδεα to tell ts that such and suck acts are good, but 
49 tell sur ἄστο to secwre their performance, what, it may stttt be asked, ἐν the 
procticel use of Prudence? It is superfluous in the case of those who are 
‘already good, and perform the acts in question from habit; and why should 
those τὴν are not already good, but wish to become good, trouble themselees 69 
Aawe Prodence of their own? Why should they net consult a professional expert 
ἐκ Pristrece, oe we ea doctor im the matter of health? Lastly, there is the 
smbward point—Lf Prudence is practically nseful, if it really does something — 
expecially something 20 great ar the production of Human Hoppiness—it will 
take the lead over Wisdom, for the practical faculty whick uses materials always 
clirccts ἂν ce mistress the scientific or artistic faccelty which supplies the materials, 
But howe can Wisdewe be thus ancillary to Prudence? Prudence is surely tn- 


orien to Wisdom. 
Se much for the statement of the difficulties: now det uz attempt to answer 


Lat us begin ἐν saying that Wisdom and Prudence, oem if they result in 
mathing ' ὁ must he choice-eworthy tn themselves, inarmuch as each of 
them ἐπ the exceilence of its own part of the soul. 

Secondly, they do produce results. Wisdom produces Happiness, not indeed 
as ficient cause of it, but a3 formal cause = it is ome of the formal elements in 
‘phat totality of the virtwous character, whith reaities stseif én the function called 

The other formal elements core Predence and Moral Virtue, Virtue 
making the end aimed at good, and Prudence the means. Wisdom is the 
excelemce of the scientific part, Prudence of the deliberative, Moral Virtue of 
‘the ofpetitive: the excellence of the fourth part of the soul, the nutritive, ἐπ not 
ae of the formal elements in the tolality of the virtuous character : for it does 
© mot rest with it to ds, or not £0 do, 

As regards the shjection that Prudence doer not help us to perform good acts, 
tet ua meet ἐν ἐγ anslysing ‘a good act’ a iittle deeper. What looks like \@ 


1143 b.19. 


b. 30. 


ν, 33. 


Ὁ, 35. 


20, 
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good act? may de performed under external preniure, or from igmorance, or for 
tome nd which bas nothing ἐν ds wih goodness, by ἃ wean who ἐς wet geod: but 
‘ane act ἔχ really ‘ poed" ondy when it ἐξ done by ἃ good man, deing deliberately 
chesem by him because it at a good act—i.c. contributes 10 the chief end. THit 
chief end, for the sake of which acts are daliberately choven ax means, ft net up hy 
Virtwe—ive, it ds the same thing to soy ' This men is virtuous or gtod’ and 
“ his ond ts good” —but the steps which moat be taken in order to realize this end 
are discivered, not by virtue but by another fuculty. Let us stop ἐν explain this 
point. Clevermess ἐν the power of hitting upon the means conducioe to α given 
‘cud, If, then, the and be good, toe praise the faculty which discovers the means, | 
tan call it Prudence : but we call it Ragwery if the end be bad. Clevermensts | 
the potentiality of Prudence (ar itis of Roguery) ; but Prasdorce, ax confireacd ἢ) 
μανία, dovs woe superoene without Virtue: for, without Virtse, the apllegionsin | 
which Prudence reasons would have mo major presviss:: i és enly the goo man 
who seer the φοραὶ end which constitutes the major promise, Viee distorts and 
falrifies a mean's view of the principles of conduct. It it loi, them, thal a 
‘man cannot be Prudent without being goed. 


§ 1. θεωρήσει] Byw. after >, Mb, Cambr, All other MSS., ap- 
parently, give θεωρεῖ, which I prefer. 


οὐδεμιᾶς γάρ ἔστι γενέσεως} on the contrary, it is the contempla~ 
tion of dei (τὸ ὄν, as distinguished from τὸ γιγνόμενον), | 


ἡ περὶ τὰ δίκαια] LY seems to be right in omitting 4: see Rassow 
(Forsch. p. 63). 


ὥσπερ οὐδὲ τὰ ὑγιεινὰ οὐδὲ τὰ ebexrind) Ramsauer suggests the 
insertion of τῷ before τὸ ὑγιεινά, The construction is—dowep οὐδὲ 
τῷ τὰ ὑγιεινὰ καὶ εὐεκτικὰ εἰδέναι πρακτικώτεροί ἐσμεν τῶν ὑγιεινῶν καὶ 
εὐεντιεῶν, ‘This usage of πραετικώτεροι is well illustrated by Rassow 
(Forsch. p. 024) from EN. v. 1. 4 οἷον ἀπὸ τῆς ὑγιείας οὔ 
τὰ ἐναντία, ἀλλὰ τὰ ὑγιεινὰ μόνον' Λέγομεν γὰρ ὑγιεινῶς βαδίζειν, ὅταν 
βαδίζῃ has ἂν ὁ ὑγωωίνων. 


ὅσα μὴ τῷ ποιεῖν ἀλλὰ τῷ ἀπὸ τῆς ἕξεως εἶναι λέγεται] ‘Tmean Ὁ 
ὑγιεινά and εὐεκτικά in the sense, not of the efficient causes, but of 
the manifestations of dyian and εὐεξία, Cf Met, τ, 2. 1003 ἃ, 34 
τὸ ὑγιεινὸν ἅπαν πρὸς ὑγίειαν, τὸ μὲν τῷ φυλώττειν, τὸ δὲ τῷ ποιεῖν, τὸ δὲ 
τῷ σημεῖον εἶναι τῇς ὑγιείας, τὸ δὲ ὅτι δεκτικὸν αὐτῇε: ef. Top. il, Φ. 
110 a 19, Aft, K. 3, 1061 ἃ. 6. He means that the mere know 
ledge of *what concerns health’ does not make a man perform 
healthy functions. ‘Healthy functions’ (τὰ ὑγιεινὰ τὰ τῷ ἀπὸ τῆς 
‘feos εἶνοι λεγόμενα) are not like “τῆς means to health’ {τὰ Syed τὰ 


τῷ ποιεῖν τὴν ἔξιν λεγόμενα) which are suggested by medical know- 
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ledge, Medical knowledge—knowledge of * the means to health’— 1143 b.29, 
makes ἃ man indeed mpaxrudrepor τῶν ὑγιεινῶν τῶν τῷ ποιεῖν τὴν ὑγίειαν 
λεγομένων ¢. πρακτικώτερος κατὰ τὸ ἑατρεύειν, but not κατὰ τὸ ὑγιεινῶς, 
ὀεργάν, OF τῶν ὑγιινῶν τῶν τῷ ἀπὺ rie ἕξεων εἶναι λεγυμένω». 

οὐθὲν γὰρ πρακτικώτεροι κιτλ] After πρωκτικώτεροι we may under b. 37. 
stand, then, κατὰ τὸ ὑγιεινῶν καὶ etexteede ἐνεργεῖν, or some such words. 
Knowledge of the means to health or good training, as they are set 
forth in the sciences of ἰατρικὴ and γυμναστική, will not make a man 
who has not the ds of ὕγίενα or εὐεξία, a healthy man or a powerful 
athlete. ‘The Paraphrast Heliodorus has the following comment 
here—oibir μᾶλλον ἀπὸ τοῦ εἴλέναι τὰ καλὰ κοὶ δίκαια προιτικοὶ αὑτῶν 
γίνονται" ὥσπερ οὐδὲ ὑγιεινοὶ ἢ εὐεκτικοὶ γινόμεθα ἀπὸ τοῦ καλῶν εἰδέναι 
τὰ ὑγιεινὰ καὶ «ὐεκτικά, ἀλλὰ τῷ ἔχειν ἕξιν Cyeiae καὶ εὐεξίαν' od γὰρ 
ὁ πόχτηε πυκτικώτερος γίνεται διὰ τὸ εἰδέναι τί ἐστι τὸ εὖ καὶ καλῶς 
ποπεεύσιν" οὗ γὰῤ rp οἴδένοι, ἀλλὰ τῷ iw ἔχειν πυκτικῆς, πυκτεύειν" ὁμοίων 
δὲ moh ὁ πολαιστὴε καὶ ὁ δρομικόν᾽ καὶ γάρ rou κοὶ ὁ γνμνυιὸς διὰ τὴν ἔξεν 
᾿γυμνεκός ἐστιν, οὐ διὰ τὸ εἰδέναι τὰ εὐεκτικὰ καὶ γυμνικά" λόγω δὲ εὐεκτικὰ 
καὶ γυμνεκὰ ἢ ὑγωινά, οὐ τὰ πυιητιαὰ εὐεξίας ἢ ὑγιείας, ἀλλ᾽ ἃ ποιεῖ ὁ 
ὑγιαίνων, ἢ ὃ εὐικτῶν, ἀπὸ τοῦ ἕξιν ὑγιείας ἢ εὐεξίαν ἔχειν, 


ξ 3. τούτων χάριν] τοῦ γαῦνο εἰδένων χάριν, b, 28, 


τοῦ γίνεσθαι] 24, σπουδαίου. ΤΣ 
ποῖς μὴ ἔχουσιν] sc. ἀρετήν: i.e. ‘those who have not the ἔξιε b. #0, 
(of, rela οὖσιν has been unnecessarily suggested for ἔχουσιν, 
οὐτοὺς ἔχειν] se. τὴν φρόνησεν τ the writing is very careless. 
ποιοῦσα] used here in the sense of χρωμένη (see EV. ib. 8, 
2 hence not to be compared with 4 ποιήσονσα, but with 
of Rep. 60x D. The Paraphrast seems to suggest 
‘of thought which led the writer to describe φρόνησις as 
3 he says—oed δὲ ἡ φρόνησις βιλτίων ris σοφίαν, καθόσον 
apne οὶ διὰ τοῦτο κυριωτέρα τῇς σοφίαε, ἥτις μόνον θεωρη- 
γὰρ πρακτικὴ Hie ἄρχει καὶ ἐπιτάττει περὶ Eearror—i. 6. 
προιτική Of ἀρχὴ πράξεων, is the cflicient cause τὸ 
αἴτιον (see de Gen. εἱ Corrup. i. 7. 324 Ὁ, 13 ἦστε δὲ τὸ 
ouprusiy αἴτιον ὧς ὅθεν ἢ ἀρχὴ τῆς κινήσω) ἘΣ ΠΥ ΞΡ (it may 
uses materials supplied by σοφία, which it therefore 
directs, a2 the wearer directs the tailor. 


Set τεύπιν Rendon νῦν wre ἡπόρητοι περὶ αὐτὸν μένον] 
‘VOL, τ. 
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1143 b, 35, Zell compares Pol. 8, 6. 1340 Ὁ, 20 πότερον δὲ det μανθάνειν adobe 


ᾧδονται re καὶ χειρουργοῦνταν ἢ μή, «καθάπερ ἧπορήθη πρότερον, vor 
λεκτέον, 


44a. §4.] Human nature, as ἃ system of ἀρεταί, is an end in itself: 


see Met. A. 2. 982 Ὁ, 24 δῆλον οὖν He δ οὐδεμίαν αὐτὴν (sc. volar) 
ζητοῦμεν χρείαν éripav ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ ἄνθρωπός φαμεν ἐλεύθερος ὁ ἑαυτοῦ 
ἕνεκα καὶ μὴ ἄλλου ἄν, οὕτω καὶ αὕτη, μόνη ἐλενθέρα οὖσα τῶν ἐπιστημῶν" 
μόνη yap αὐτὴ ἑαυτῇ: ἕνεκέν ἐστιν, 
£9] After ἀλλ᾽ ὃς ἡ ὑγίεια understand κὸ ὑγιαίνειν, Soa ‘ pro- 
οκ᾽ ebdauuovia—not, however, as the doctor (efficient cause), but 
3 the principle of health (formal cause), produces ἃ healthy state, 
Eustratius reads τὸ εὐεκτικά after ὑγίεια, but explains the sentence as 
if he read εὐδαιμονίαν : σοφία and φρόνησις, he explains, produce 
εὐδωιμονίω, not as merely external causes, like ἰατρικῇ when it 
produces health; but as constituent parts (uépy) of εὐδαιμονία, like 
ὕγίαια, which is alyo a constituent part of εὐδαιμονία, "H ὅλῃ ἀρετῇ 
(the character of which εὐδαιμονία is the function) is made up of 
the ἀρεταί of the mind and of the Jody, aided by exiernal means, 
such as wealth. Σοφία is the highest ἀρετῇ of the mental, as bylea 
is of the bodily part. Εὐδαιμονία is a ὅλον constituted by the union 
of these two μόρια, Σοφία accordingly producer εὐδοιμονία, Just a 
ὕγίαια also produces it, in the sense of being one of the factors which 
consittile if, ᾿Ιατρικὴ is not one of the factors or conelilwent elements 
οἵ that which it ‘produces’, but is external to the product. Such 
is the explanation offered by Eusiratius. It is not inconsistent 
with the view of «ldaporla presented in Rfet. i. 5. 1360 b. 18 εἰ δῇ 
ἐστιν ἡ εὐδαιμονία τοιοῦτον, ἀνάγκη αὐτῆς εἶναι μέρη εὐγένειαν, πολνφιλίαν, 
χρηστοφιλίαν, πλοῦτον, εὐτεκνίαν, πολυτεκνίαν, εὐγηρίαν, ἔτι τὸν τοῦ 
σώματος ἀρετάς, οἷον ὑγίειαν κάλλος ἰσχὺν μέγεθος δύναμιν ἀγωνιστικήν, 
δόξαν, τιμήν, εὐτυχίαν, ἀρετῆν. But surely it is inconsistent with the 
words which follow in § 6, 1144 a 9 rod δὲ τετάρτου μορίου rie 
ψυχῆν οὐκ ἔστιν ἀρετὴ τοιαύτη, τοῦ Operneo’, These words make it 
impossible to regard ὑγάια, the excellence of τὸ θρεπτικάν, a5 ἃ 
μέρος τῆς ὅλης ἀρετῆς : see also ZF. ii. 1. 1219 ἵν 20 διὼ καὶ ἄλλο εἴ 
τι μόριόν ἔστι τῆς ψυχῆς, οἷον τὸ ϑρεπτιεόν͵ ἡ τούτου ἀρετὴ be dork 
μόριον τῆς ὅλης dperie, ὥσπερ οὐδ᾽ ἦ τοῦ σώματος, We must therefore 
understand τὸ ὑγιαίνειν, not εὐδαιμονίαν, after ὑγίεια 1144 ἃ. 4, and 
explain—oopia (he has dropped φρόνησιν for the moment) * pro- 
duces’ εὐδαιμονία, as formal, not as efficient cause:—ce. it is a 
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pépos, or formal element, in the ὅλον, or εἶδον, of the virtuous 1144 4. 3, 
character whose function is εὐδαιμονία. For the technical use of 
μέρη, a8 the nolue notiontt, see Bonita on Met. Δ. 25. 1023 Ὁ. 19 
Gee εἰν ἃ διωιρειταί τι ἦ ἐξ ὧν σύγκειται τὸ ὅλον, ἢ τὸ εἶδος, ἢ τὸ ἔχον τὸ 
«ἴδοι. The phrase ὅλη ἀρετή does not occur in the " Nicomachean” 
‘Books of the £.V., but is well known to Eudemus. Grant 
remarks that Eudemus came to identify ἡ ὅλη ἀρετή with καλοκαγοϑία 
—for which see #. Α Ἢ, 15. 1248 Ὁ. 8 sqq. The Paraphrast 
explains the present § correctly —Emara καὶ χρήσιμοί εἶσι πρὸς τὴν 
εὐδαιμονίαν, οὐχ ὥσπερ larpuch πρὸς ὑγίειαν ἄλλ᾽ ὥσπερ ἡ ὑγίεια apie 
πΠτΠυτυπε έν inp ame 
καϑόλου εὐδαιμονία ty παντελής dover ἀρετῇ, σοφία δὲ καὶ φρόνησιν 
ὅλην ἀρετῆν' ὥστε pipor εἰσὶ τὴν ἀνθρωπίνη «ὐδαιμενίαι 

«αὶ τὸ ταύτας ἔχειν μετὰ τῶν ἄλλων ἀρετῶν εὐδαιμονεῖν. 
Sheds 


Θ. ἔπι τὸ ἔργον ἀποτελεῖται «.xA.] ‘Further, the function of the 
{τὸ ἔργον takes up ἐνεργεῖν (?) immediately preceding) requires 
for its complete fulfilment Prudence and Moral Virtue—Virtue 
the end aimed at (se in the sphere of conduct) right, and 
making the means right.’ Man's is a σύνθετον dims. 
οὐ γερο δα a8 its μέρη, the ἠθικαί, as well as the διανοητικοὶ 
‘The ἀνθρώπινον dyodér, or man’s function, as man, is an 
“which involves not only θεωρία, but πρᾶξιε, For the 
fis passage of Κ΄. Κ᾿ ii, 21.1227 b. 19 ἔστι γὰρ τὸν 
εἶναι, ἐν δὲ τοῖς πρὸε τὸν σκοπὸν διαμαρτάνειν" ἔστι δὲ 
σκοπὸν ἡμαρτῆσϑοι, τὰ δὲ πρὸς ἐκεῖνον περαίνοντα ὀρθῶς ἔχειν, καὶ 
πότερον 8 ἡ ἀρετὴ ποιεῖ τὸν σκυπὸν ἡ τὰ πρὸς τὸν σκυπόν; 
ὅτι τὸν σκοπόν, διότι τούτου οὐκ ἔστι συλλογισμὸν οὐδὲ λόγον, 
ἀρχὴ τοῦτο ὑποκείσϑω. οὔτε γὰρ ἰατρὸς σκοπεῖ εἰ δεῖ 

ἀλλ᾽ εἰ περιπατεῖν ἡ μή, οὔτε ὁ γυμναστικὸς εἰ δεῖ εὖ ἔχειν ἢ 
πολαῖσαι ἢ μή, ὁμοίωε δ᾽ οὐδ' ἄλλη οὐδεμία περὶ τοῦ rious" 
διωρητικαῖς αἱ ὑποθέσεις ἀρχαί, οὕτω καὶ ταῖρ ποιητικαῖν τὸ 
ἐπάβεσιε. ἐπειδὴ δεῖ τόδε ὑγιαίνειν, ἀνάγκη τοδὶ ὑπάρξαι, 
8 re mre Be κων ir wk 
ἵν τ σρος ἐρὰ τὸ τέλος, τῆν δὲ πράξεως ἡ rie νοήσεως 

εἰ οὖν πόσης ὀρθύτητος ἢ ὁ λόγος ἢ ἦ ἀρετὴ αἰτία, εἰ μὴ 6 λόγος, 
ΠΤ Ὁ τ δ᾽ ky τὸ wor, ἀλλ᾽ οὗ τὰ πρὲε τὸ vi + μὲν 
φυγχάνειν τούτων ἄλλης δυνάμεωε, ὅσα ἕνεκα τοῦ τέλουν δεῖ πράττειν. 
jis the moral structure or organisation, which, like all living 
He 
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fs 
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τ 
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1144 4.6, structures, strives to maintain iteelf: in suo esse perseverare co- 
natur (Spinoza, AVA. iil. 6), Asked to define the ‘rightness’ of the 
virtuous end, we can only answer—that it is being the end which 
human nature, as a well-known type, is seen to propose to itself, 
It is the life which this particular organism, as a matler of fact, 
strives to lead, Our answer is thus given in the same way as it 
would have to be given, if the question were—How do you define 
the ‘rightness’ of (say) a sparrow's σκοπός ἢ 

Φρόνησες ἡ κοδ' ἕκαστα, as here described in relation to ἡθικὴ ἀρετῇ, Ὁ) 
is the consciousness of the moral structure or organisation, in so 
far as this consciousness manifests itself in the delicate perception 
of the particular things which are advantageous or hurtful to the 
structure. 


«Ὁ. τετάρτου] The four parts are (1) τὸ ἐπιστημονικόν, with its dperg— | 
σοφία, (2) τὸ λογιστικόν, with its ἀρετή ---φρόνησις, (3) τὸ ὀρειπικόν, with 
its ἀρετήτ-ἠδθικὴ ἀρετή, and (4) τὸ θρεπτικόν, with its dperj—tylean, 

& 10. ἀρετὴ τοιαύτη] is ἀρετῇ which can be regarded as ἃ μέρος of ἥ ὅλῃ 
ἀρετή (see note on § 5 above), and more especially (as is shown by 
the explanatory clause οὐδὲν γὰρ ἐπ᾽ οὐτῷ πράττειν ἢ μὲ πράττειν) ἠδικῇ 
ἀρετή. 

212 § 7. ἄνωθον] Ramsauer compares £.N. vill, 1. 6 καὶ περὶ αὐτῶν 
τούτων ἀνώτερον ἐπιζητοῦσιν cal puoudrapor—where δὸς Note. 

16. ἢ δὲ ἕτερόν τι καὶ μὴ δι΄ αὐτά] ἡ δι᾽ ἄλλο τε, ἢ χρήματα ἢ ἡδονήν, τὸ 
δίκαιον ποιοῦντες, νοὶ μὴ δὲ ἑαυτό (Paraph.). 

ale. olor] here = "ἡ, εἰ-τδος Waitz, Organon vol. i. p. 280— Arise 
toteles saepe voce οἷον ita utitur, ut explicet (sciiced, mempe), NOM Ut 
exempla afferat,’ 

For the doctrine of this δ, see Z. Δ᾽, ii. 4. 


220, § 8. τὴν μὲν οὖν προαίρεσιν ὀρθὴν ποιεῖ ἡ ἀρετή, τὸ δ᾽ ὅσα ἐκείνης 
ἕνεκα πέφυκε πράττεσθαι οὐκ ἔστι τῆς ἀρετῆς ἄλλ᾽ ἑτέρας δυνάμεωε 
Grant says—‘There is some confusion here in speaking of the 
means to a purpose, προαίρεσις itself being in the Aristotelian 
psychology a faculty of means; but of. Eth. Bud. ii. αὐ. §-6 [raaz 
b. 36], where mpoolprow is said to imply both end and means, and 
whence the present passage is repeated almost verbatim, fri γὰρ 
πᾶσα προαίρεσις τινὸς καὶ ἕνεκα τινός. οὗ μὲν οὖν ἔνικα τὸ μέσον ἐστίν, οὖ 
αἰτία ἡ ἀρετὴ τῷ προαιρεῖσθαι οὗ ἕνεκα, ἔστι μέντοι ἡ προοίρεσιε οὐ τοῦτον, 
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ἕνεκα τοῦ τέλουε δεῖ πράττοιν᾽ τοῦ δὲ τὸ τέλος ὀρδὸν εἶναι τῆς προοιρέσεωε 
μὴ ἢ ἀρετὴ αἰτία: [think that Grant is mistaken in supposing (as 
teems to do) that there is any deviation marked here from 
Aristotle's docirine of προαίρεσις a3 ‘faculty of means.’ ‘The writer 
says distinctly ἔστι μέντοι ἡ προοίρεσιε οὐ τούτον (é.¢. of the end), ἀλλὰ 
τῶν τούτου ἕνεκα (the means) ; and if he gives us to understand that 
προαίρεσις ‘implies both end and means,’ he only expresses what is 
inyolved in Aristotle’s and his own view of προαίρεσις as faculty 
of means—se. of means fo ἃ cerfain end, There is no more 
awkwardness, I think, in saying τὴν μὲν οὖν προαίρεσιν ὀρθὴν ποιεῖ ἡ 
ἀρετῇ, τὸ δ' ὅσα ἐκείνης (1. τῆς προοιρέσεων) ἕνεκα πέφυκε πράττεσθαι οὐκ 
ἔστι τῆν δρετῆν, than in saying, as both Aristotle (. Δ΄, iii, 4. 1) and 
Evdemus (ZF. ii, 11, 1228 a, 2) say, that we judge of a man's 
character (fe his end) from his προαίρεσιε---ἐἰ δι we think less of 
what his acts are in themselves, than of the end for which he 
chooses them as means. It must be remembered also that the 
popular meaning of προαίρεσιν (to which ‘Eudemus’ may be 
allowed to revert here, without being thought guilty of much 
“ confusion") is that of ‘general policy'—as in Demosth. 257. 7 
Copel καὶ ἡ πολιτεία. By érépas δυνάμεων we are to under- 
‘stand φρονήσεως, It points out to the man whose interest is in the 
ee eng ial fitted to serve as means to this end. 
ποτ ctocees and does 


πο τ τ τ Sosa, 


“cleverness, is the power of discovering and employing the means 

‘which Jead to any end which happens to be in view—no account 

being alle so far ax the notion of Saxirye is concerned, of the 

morality of pees, ἔτος οἵ course, operates largely in non- 
‘moral fields, w! it undergoes no transformation: but in the 

ν τ τ eedlleng ΕΣ 4s habitually enlisted in the cause of a good 
end, it becomes the dx of φρόνησιε; when habitually enlisted in 
“the cause of a bad end, the éf of πανουργία. In Α΄ ΒΕ. ii. 3. 1228 
a. τῷ (in the ὑπσγραφῇ of doubtful authenticity), φρόνησις is given as 
the μεσύτην between πανουργία and εὐήθεια, 


᾿ τυγχάνειν 
the αὐτῶν of the MSS, I think that Δ΄. δ, ii. 11, 1227 Ὁ, 40 is 


ἀλλὰ τῶν τοῦτον ὄνεκα, τὸ μὲν οὖν rvyxdrew τούτων ἄλλην Buviivews, ὅσα 1144 4.30. 


ἢ 9.. τὸν ὑποτεθέντα σκοπόν] ‘a given ἐπ -τέ 6, δεινότης, oF a. 24. 


αὐτοῦ {{. ¢, τοῦ σκοποῦ) ig Bywater's reading for a. 25. 


2144 0,26, 


4, 37. 


4.30. 
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against Bywater’s reading—rs μὲν οὖν τυγχάνειν τούτων ἄλλης δυνάμεωε, 
ὅσα ἕνεκα τοῦ τέλους δεῖ πράττειν, 


ϑιὸ καὶ τοὺς φρονίμους δεινοὺς nal πανούργους φαμὲν εἶναι] These 
words are to be construed (as by Eustr, and the Paraph.) in the 
obvious way—role φρονίμους being the subject, and δεινοὺς καὶ 
πανούργους the predicate, It is adduced as a proof of the close 
connexion which the writer wishes to establish, between δεινότης 
and πανουργία on the one band, and δεινότης and φρόνησις on the 
other, that ‘even the φρόνιμοι are often popularly described as δεενοῖ 
and πανοῦργοι ᾿---οίς . that the terms Ppdmpor, δεινόε, and πανούργου are 
used (inaccurately, of course, but still used) interchangeably, 
Michelet construes—2&d καί φαμεν τοὺς φρονίμονε καὶ πανούργουν εἶνων 
Savoir, but does not satisfxctorily explain the omission of the 
article before πανούργουν in the existing text. Ramsauer (followed 
by Susemihl) inserts the article before πανούργουε. It may perhaps 
be thought that οὐ, which CCC reads before mavodpyove, [5 ἃ fragment 
of an original τούς. Fritzsche quotes Plato, 7 αιεί, 177 A δεινοὶ 
καὶ πονοῦργοι, and Demosth. Olynth. i. p. 9 πανοῦργον ὧν καὶ δεινὸν 
ἄνθρωποι πράγμασι χρήσασθαι. 


810, οὐχ ἡ δύναμις] Bekker’s οὐχ ἡ δεινότης is the reading of Mb 
alone. Not only ἀο the great MSS.—K» and L)—tead δύναμις, but 
the inferior ones—Cambr,, CCC, NC, Β', Β', and B'—also. Accord~ 
ingly Susemihl and Bywater revert to dies, 1 agree with 
Ramsauer (against Rassow, Forsch. p. 63) when he says—' οὐχ ἢ 
δύναμιν nullo modo ferri potest, nisi addatur (ἡ δύναμι) αὔτη, Optime, 
ut sexcenties, Bekkerus de Nic, meruit corrigens δεινότης" It is to 
be noted that the Paraph. Heliodorus has—éore δὲ ἢ φρόνησιε οὔχ 
αὕτη ἡ δύναμις, ἡ δεινύτης, ἀλλ᾽ κτλ, 


ἡ 8 ἕξις τῷ ὄμματι τούτῳ κτλ] Eustratius (followed by Zell, 
Fritzsche, and Grant) is plainly wrong in regarding the Saya bere 
AS νοῦε wpaxtieds. The passages quoted by these editors (¢¢. 2. V. 
vi. τας 6 διὰ γὰρ τὸ ἔχειν ἐκ τῆς ἐμπειρίας ὄμμα ὁρῶσιν ὀρθῶς, 1. 6, τὰ de 
γὰρ ἐν σώματι Byes, ἐν ψυχῇ vois) certainly show that νυῦν is described 
8.8 ὄμμα or ὄψις : but the question here is—What does τῷ ὄμματε τούτῳ 
mean? and it surely can only mean the δύναμις of δεινότης, which 
becomes the ius of φρόνησιν (oF νοῦς πρακτεκύε), when ἀρετή has taken 
it into {ts service. Grant compares Plato, Rep. ¢18 It will be 
seen that the δύναμις or ὄμμα of Plato answers to the δεινότης or 
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innate capacity of Z. Α΄, vi. 12, 10, not to φράνησις--- 618 B Δεῖ δῆ, 1144 4.30, 
εἶπον. ἦρδε τοιάνδε νομίσαι περὶ αὐτῶν, εἰ rate’ ἀληθῆ, τὴν παιδείαν, οὐχ 
οἷον τινὲς ὀπογγελλόμενοί φασιν εἶνοι, τοιούτην καὶ εἴνοι, φοσὶ δέ που οὐκ 
ἐνούσης ἐν τῇ ψνχῇ ἐπιστήμηε σφεῖς ἐντιθέναι, οἷον τυφλοῖς ὀφθολμοῖε ὄψιν 
ἐστιδέντετ. Φασὶ γὰρ οὖν, ἔφη. Ὃ δέ γε νῦν λόγος, ἦν δ' ἐγώ, σημαίνει 
τοίην thr ἐνοῦσαν ἑκάστον δύνομιν ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ καὶ τὸ ὄργανον, ᾧ κατα- 
μανθάνει ἕκαστος, οἷον εἶ ὄμμα μὴ δυνατὸν ἦν ἄλλως ἢ ξὺν ὅλῳ τῷ σώματι 
στρέφειν πρὸς τὸ φανὸν ἐκ τοῦ σκοτώδους, οὕτω ξὺν ὅλῃ τῇ ψυχῇ ἐκ τοῦ 
γιγνομένου περιοκτέον εἶναι, ἕως ὧν εἰς τὸ ὃν καὶ τοῦ ὄντος τὸ φανότατον 
δυνατὴ γένηται ἀνασχέσθαι θεωμένη" τοῦτο δ᾽ εἶναί φαμεν τἀγοθόν. ἢ γάρ; 
Nai, Τούτου τοΐνυν, ἦν δ' ἐγώ, αὐτοῦ τέχνη ἂν εἴη, τῆς περιαγωγῆς, τίνα 
τρόπον ὧς ῥᾷστά τε κοὶ ἀννσιμώτατο μεταστραφῇσετοι, οὗ τοῦ ἐμποιῆσαι 
αὐτῷ τὸ ὁρᾶν͵ ἀλλ᾽ doe ἔχοντι μὲν αὐτό, οὐκ ὀρθῶε δὲ τετραμμένῳ οὐδὲ βλέποντι 
οὗ ἔδει, τοῦτο διωμηχανήσασθαι, "Ἔοικε γάρ, ἔφη. Al μὲν τοίνυν Tru 
ἀροταὶ καλούμεναι ψνχῆε κινδυνούονσιν ἐγγύε τι εἶναι τῶν τοῦ σώματονἁ τῷ 
ὄντι γὰρ οὗκ ἐνοῦσαι πρότερον ὕστερον ἐμποιεῖσθαι ἔθεσί τε καὶ ἀσκήσεσιν" 
ἢ δὶ τοῦ φρονῆσαι παντὸε μᾶλλον θειοτέρου rude τυγχάνοι, ὧν tower, υὖσα, 
ὃ τὴν μὲν δύναμιν οὐδέποτε ἀπόλλυσιν, ὑπὸ δὲ τῆν περιωγωγῆρ χρήσιμον καὶ 
ὠφέλιμον καὶ ἄχρηστον ad καὶ βλαβερὸν γίγνεται. ἢ οὔπω ἐννενόηκοε, τῶν 
λεγομένων πονηρῶν μέν, σοφῶν δέ, ὡς δριμὺ piv βλέπει τὸ ψυχάριον καὶ 
δέν διορῇ τοῦτα, ἐφ᾽ ὁ τέτραπτοι, ὧν οὐ φούλην ἔχον τὴν ὄψιν, κακίᾳ δ᾽ 
ἡναγκασμένον ὑπηρετεῖν, ὥστε ὅσῳ ἂν ὀξύτερον βλύπῃ, τοσούτῳ πλείων κακὰ 


ὡς εἴρηται] Ramsauer makes a αἰ που ιν about the statement thus a. 30. 

eferred to, and comes to the conclusion that it is not to be found, 
and must have occurred in a lost passage—most likely in the 
present Book, But what is the statement? Virtually, that ἀρετῇ 
makes the σαναύς of the ὄμμα rie ψυχῆ» good, and so makes the 
ἦψιε Of this ὄμμα an ἐποινετὴ He. This has been said several times 
in δῇ 6-9. Icannot understand why Ramsauer declines to recog- 
nise the remarks in these §§ as referred to by ὧν εἴρηται, 


οἷ γὰρ συλλογισμοὶ τῶν πρακτῶν ἀρχὴν ἔχοντές εἰσιν, ἐπειδή n.d.) 6. 81. 
ἔχοντον εἶσιν (if the reading is sound) must be taken as equivalent to 
ἔχουσιν : vo the Paraph.—ol γὰρ συλλογισμοὶ τῶν πρακτῶν, ove δηλονότε 
᾿ σελλογιζόμενοι πράττομεν, ἀρχὸς ἔχουσι τὰ τίλη τῶν πρόξεων, For the 
‘Syllogiem, see notes on vii. 3.9. Ramsauer suspects rb 
Ἢ ευχάν, which he regards as inappropriate where τὸ ἄριστον is con- 
cerned. This objection seems a little hypercritical, 


ἅ44ι.86. 
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ἀδύνατον φρόνιμον εἶναι μὴ ὄντα ἀγαθόν] φρόνησιε is the conscious 
ness of what is required, in all circumstances, for the maintenance 
of the moral character. Similarly, every living creature is aware, in 
all that it does, of the requirements of its particular type. 


CHAPTER XUL 


Axoumext. 


As Prodence ts related to Cleverness, so ts Virtue strictly sa called reiated to 
natural virtue, That there is such thing αὐ natural wirtwe is ῥέα " people 
are born eeith tendencies to acguire (it or that virtuous dinperition— temperance, 
ar courage, or justice : such tendencies are constitutional or matural, Uvlese 
airected by reason they are obviously harmful ; but ander the direction of 
Reason, ie. of Prudence, they setile down inte habits and becowe wértaes strictly 
“ὁ called. Thur, as we fimd Cheverness and Prudence under the opiming part 
of the toul, τὸ we find natural virtue and virtue strictly so called wmder the 
moral part: and virtue strictly 30 called does mot come into existence 
Prudence. Hewce Socrates ledd that the virtues are se wang forms af Prudence, 
He war wrong in simply identifying the virtues with Prusdewce, right im το far 
ar Ae recognised that Prudence ts necessary to them. And this te what ail mos 
σετογνεῖτε ἐπι their dyfinition of Virtue ai να habit im relation £9 certain object 
—delermines,’ they add," ax the right ratis requires) neecning by “right” that 
weternined by Prudence. A stight alteration, however, ia neceavary tm this 
definition, Virtwe is not only ‘a habit determined as the right ratio requires, 
Sor thus the right ratio might be a law external to the ‘virtues déspesition— 
wather, Virtue is ‘a Aabit which has the right ratio tn ttoelf? 

It ἐξ plain then from what has heen said that α man canwet be goed im the 
strict sense without Prudence, or prudent without moral virtme: amd it ts by 
means of the distinction which we hav drawn between Virtwe strictly s called 
ard matural virtue that we meet the dialectical argument which tries te show 
that the virtues may extst separately in a man—that he may have this Cértme, 
and not yet have acquired that. The * virtues” which thir argument mamifes- 
tates are only the ‘natural virtues,’ which indeed may exist separately j tt as 
for the virtues which constitute the character of the good wan strictly se called, 
they cannot exist separately. If aman have Prudence, he willat the same time 
ave ail the virtues. Even if Prudence did not help conduct, we ehesld meed it 
ar being the excellence of a part of the soul ; as it (s, howener, st dses Self come 
duct; without ἐ and Virtwe choice would not be right; for Virtwe gives ae 
end and makes it ateractive, Prudence discovers means such ἂν cérswever choke 
can aidopt. 

as for the difficutty about Prudence being sistrest of Wisdom—tt ts ma 


=| 
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more 15 than medical science ts mistress of health. Prudence does net se 
ΠΥ ee a ΒΊΟΝ hell ava. St is Sor, mat to. 
Wisdom that Prudence issues commands, Prudence stands to Wisdom, az the 
(State stands to the gods whose worship ἐὶ register, 


$1. καὶ yap... πρὸς τὴν κυρίαν] The reading of L®, ΟΝ, NC is 2144 v.1. 


tempting —apardyrlor γὰρ ἔχει be a.r-A. for the καὶ γὰρ ἡ ἀρετὴ mapa~ 
πλησίως ἔχε: ὧν «rd, of the other MSS,: in any case, however, the 
ἀναλογία is given incorrectly: it ought to be—se ἢ φρόνησιε πρὸν τὴν 
δεινότητα, οὕτω κοὶ ἡ κυρία ἀρετὴ πρὸς τὴν φυσικήν. Onc is also tempted 
to think that οὐ ruird μὲν, ὅμοιον δέ is an interpolation. If we retain 
it, we must understand ἡ δεινότης τῇ φρονήσει : and might then be 
ready to agree with Rassow (Forsch. p. 126) that the terms of the 
‘other ratio are given in the correct order—otre ἡ φυσικὴ ἀρετὴ xpis 
τὴν τυρίαν, 


πᾶσι γὰρ δοκεῖ κτλ.) The doctrine of φυσικὴ ἀρετή, or ἃ constitu- Ὁ, 4. 


Hional tendericy to goodness, which lends itself kindly to moral trains 
ing, is, Fritzsche (#. Α΄, note here pp. 146-7, and note on &, £. 
ii. 7. 1233 Ὁ, 16) takes pains to show, a Eudemian development of 
hints supplied by Aristotle—e.y. in ZN, ii. 1. 3, ἢ, 5. δὲ x 8. 2, 
x. 9.8. It is true that the doctrine of φυσικὴ ἀρετή is very definitely 
presented in the Z, Z,, as will be seen from the passage quoted 
below; but I think that justice is scarcely done to Aristotle's state~ 
Tents on the subject, when they are summarily described as 
“hints;'—' Confidentius ut de rebus exploratis loquitur Eudemus 
quam facit Aristoteles, ex cujus quasi adumbrationibus ... haec 
doctrina petita est’ (Fritzsche ad 2. £. 1233 Ὁ. 16). The state- 
‘ment of Aristotle (referred to by Fritzsche) in Σ᾿ Vii. τ. 3 οὔτ᾽ 
ὅρα φύσει οὔτε πυρὰ φύσιν ἐγγίνονται αἱ ἀρετοί, ἀλλὰ πεφυκόσι μὲν ἡμῖν 
δέξασθαι αὐτάς͵ τελειουμένοις δὲ διὰ τοῦ ἔθους, seems to go far beyond 
ἃ πὶ, Nor must we forget, in estimating Aristotle's position in 
‘relation to this doctrine, to take into account the prominence which 
he gives to εὐγένεια (defined as ἀρετὴ γένουν : see note on i. 8. τό 
1099 b. 3), and to nafsonal character (see Pod. Ἡ, 6, 1327 Ὁ, 
‘#8.qq,),and to the continnely of mental, as well as of corporeal forms, 

‘in the ascending scale of organic life generally: see Hist. Anim. ©. 
“4,588 a, τό τὸ μὶν οὖν περὶ τὴν ἄλλην φύσιν τῶν ζῴων wal τὴν γίνεσιν 
τοῦτον ὄχει τὸν τρόπον" αἱ δὲ πράξεις καὶ οἱ Bor κατὸ τὰ ἤθη καὶ τὰς 
Τροφὰε Suntdpovew. “Ἔνεστι yop ἐν τοῖς πλείστοιε καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ζῴων. 
ἕχνη τῶν περὶ τὴν ψυχὴν τρόπων, ἅπερ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἔχει φανερωτέρον 
τὸν διαφοράν" καὶ γὸρ ἡμερότην καὶ ἀγριότηε, καὶ πραότης καὶ χαλεπότηε, καὶ 
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144 Ὁ. 4. ἀνδρία καὶ δειλία, καὶ φόβοι καὶ θάρρη, καὶ θυμοὶ καὶ πανουργίαι καὶ τῆε περὶ 


τὴν διάνοιαν συνέσεως ἔνεισιν ἐν πολλοῖς αὐτῶν ὁμοιότητες, καθάπερ ἐπὶ τῶν 
μερῶν λέγομεν, Τὰ μὲν γὰρ τῷ μᾶλλον sok ἧττον διαφέρει πρὸς τὸν 
ἄνθρωπον, καὶ ὁ ἄνθρωπος mpde πολλὰ τῶν ζῴων (Fma γὰρ τῶν τοιούσιων, 
ὑπάρχει μᾶλλον ἐν ἀνθρώπῳ, tna 8 ἐν τοῖς ἄλλοις ἔψοις μᾶλλον), τὰ δὲ τῷ 
ἀνάλογον διαφίρει' ds γὰρ ἐν ἀνθρώπῳ τέχνη καὶ σοφία καὶ σύνεσιν, οὕτωε 
dvine τῶν (ῴων ἐστί τις ἑτέρα τοιαύτη φυσιεὴ δύναμις. Φανερώτατον δ᾽ 
ἐστὶ τὸ τοιοῦτον ἐπὶ τὴν τῶν παίδων ἡλικὼν βλέψοσιν' ἐν τούτοις γὰρ τῶν, 
μὲν ὕστερον ἕξεων ἐσομένων ἔστιν ἰδεῖν οἷον ἴχνη nal σπέρματα, διαφέρει δ᾽ 
οἰθὲν ὧς εἰπεῖν ἢ ψυχὴ ris τῶν θηρίων ψυχῆν κατὰ τὸν χρόνον τοῦτον͵ ὥστ᾽ 
οὐδὲν ἄλογον εἰ τὰ μὲν ταὐτὰ τὰ δὲ παραπλήσια τὰ δ᾽ ἀνάλογον ὑπάρχει τοῖς 
ἄλλοις (iors, Οὕτω δ᾽ ἐκ τῶν ἀψύχων εἷς τὰ ζῷα μεταβαίνει κατὰ μικρὸν H 
φύσις, ὥστε τῇ συνεχείᾳ λανθάνειν τὸ μεθόριον αὐτῶν καὶ τὸ μέσον ποτέρων 
ἐστίν, 

The most definite statement of the doctrine οἵ φυσικὴ ἀρετῇ in the 
EB. is that ini. 7, 1234 a. 24 8qq. ‘The writer is speaking of the 
ποθητικοὶ μεσότητες (αἰδώε, νέμεσιε, φιλία, σεμνύτης, εὐτραπελία) and their 
Tespective extremes, and he says—maom δ᾽ αὗται at μεσότητεε ἐπωινεταῖ 
piv, οὗκ dol δ᾽ ἀρεταί, οὐδ᾽ αἱ ἐναντίαι κακίαι ἄνευ πριοιρέσεωε γάρ, ταῦτα 
δὲ πάντ' ἐστὶν ἐν τοῖς τῶν παθημάτων διαιρέσεσιν" ἕκαστον γὰρ αὐτῶν πόδος, 
τι ἐστίν, διὰ δὲ τὸ φυσικὰ εἶναι ate τὰν φυσικὴν συμβάλλεται ἀρετάς ἔστι, 
γόρ, ὥσπερ λεχθήσεται ἐν τοῖς ὕστερον, ἑκάστη wae ἀρετὴ καὶ φύσει καὶ 
ἄλλων μετὰ φρονήσεως. ὁ μὲν οὖν φθύνον els ἀδικίαν συμβάλλεται {πρὸς 
‘yap ἄλλον ai πράξεις of ἀπ᾽ οὐτοῦ) καὶ ἡ νέμεσις εἰς δικαιοσύνην, ἢ αἰδὼς ele 
σωφροσύνην, διὸ καὶ ὁρίζονται ἐν τῷ γένει τούτῳ τὴν σωφροσύνην, Here 
δὴ attempt is made to distinguish separate natural or constitutional 
bases in the πάθη, not only for separate virtues, but for separate 
vices: and it may be at once admitted that Aristotle supplies only 
ints for such detail, as when he says of the courage διὰ τὸν ϑυμόν, 
E. Nii. 8, τα-- φυσικωτάτη δ᾽ ἕοικεν ἥ διὰ τὸν θυμὸν εἶναι, καὶ προδλα- 
Boia προαίρεσιν καὶ τὸ οὗ ἕνεκα ἀνδρεία εἶναι, and when he recognises 
the value οἱ αἰδώς a3 a quality in the young, Κ᾽, Miv. 9 3. ‘The 
passage in the JW. M,, parallel to 2, NV. vi. 13. δδ 1-5 is as follows 
i. 34.1197 b. 36 ὥσπερ δ᾽ ἔχει ἡ δεινότης phe φρόνησιν, οὕτως δόξειν 
ἂν ἔχειν ἐπὶ τῶν ἀρετῶν ἁπασῶν, λέγω δὲ οἷον εἰσὶν ἀρεταὶ καὶ φόσει ὦ 
ὁμάστοιε ἐγγινόμενοι, οἷον ὁρμαί τινες ἐν ἐκώστῳ ἄνεν λόγου πρὸς τὰ ἀνδρεῖα, 
καὶ τὰ δίκαια καὶ unl’ ἑεώοτην πρὸς τὸ τοιαῦτα' εἰσὶ δὲ δὴ καὶ ὅβιι est 
προαιρέσει. αἱ δὲ δὴ μετὰ λόγον οὖσαι τελέων ἀρετοῖ εἶσιν twagered 
ἐπιγινόμεναι. ἔστιν οὖν ἡ φυσιεὴ ἀρετὴ αὕτη ἢ ἄνευ λόγου χωριζομένῃ μὲν, 
τοῦ λόγον μιερὰ καὶ ἀπολειπομένῃ τοῦ ἐπαινεῖσθαι, πρὸς δὲ τὸν λόγον καὶ τὴν 


5» 
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προστιδυμένη τελείων ποιεῖ τὸν ἀρετήν. διὸ καὶ συνεργεῖ τῷ λόγῳ MAA bide 


προαίρεσιν, 

καὶ οὖς Zor ἄνευ τοῦ λόγου ἡ φυσικὴ ὁρμὴ πρὸρ ἀρετήν, οὐδ᾽ ad ὁ λόγον 
καὶ § προαίρεσις οὗ πάνυ τελειοῦται τῷ εἶναι ἀρετὴ ἄνευ τῆς φυσικῆς ὁρμῆε. 
διὰ obe ὀρθῶς Σωκράτη ἔλεγεν, φάσκων εἶναι τὴν ἀρετὴν λόγον" οὐδὲν γὰρ 
ὄφελος εἶναι πράττειν τὰ ἀνδρεῖα καὶ τὸ δίκαια, μὴ εἰδότα καὶ πιροπιρούμενον 
τῷ λόγῳ, δὼ τὴν ἀρετὴν ἔφη λόγον elvan, οὖς ὀρθῶν, ἀλλ᾽ οἱ νῦν βέλτιον" 
τὸ γὰρ κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον πράττειν τὰ κυλά, τοῦτό φασιν εἶναι ἀρετῆν" 
ἀρθῶφ μὶν οἶδ᾽ οὗτοι. πράξαι μὲν γὰρ ἂν τις τὰ δίκαια προαιρέσει μὲν 
οὐδεμιῇ, οὐδὲ γνώσει τῶν καλῶν, ἀλλ᾽ ὁρμῇ τινὶ ἀλόγῳ, ὀρθῶς δὲ ταῦτα καὶ 
«πὸ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον (λέγω δέ, ὧς ἂν 5 λόγοι ὁ ὄρθδε κελεύσειεν, οὕτως 
Fepagesy ἀλλ᾽ ὅμως ἡ τοιαύτῃ πρᾶξις οὐκ ἔχει τὸ ἐπαινετόν, ἀλλὰ βέλτιον, 
ὧτ ὁρμεῖν ὀφορίζομεν, τὸ μετὰ λόγον εἶναι τὴν ὁρμὴν πρὸς τὸ καλόν" τὸ γὰρ 
τονοῦσον καὶ ἀρετὴ καὶ ἐπαινετόν, Eustratius describes Φυσικὴ ἀρετῇ a8 
εὐφυΐα τις πρὸς ὑποδοχὴν τῆς κυρίως ἀρετῆς, and φρόνησιε as εἰδοποίησέε, 
τα cal μύρφωσιε τῆς δεινότητυν. 


σωφρονικοῖ] capable of becoming σώφρονεε. 


καὶ τἄλλα ἔχομεν] ἡ 5. are capable of acquiring the other ἕξεις, Ὁ, 6. 


or have the other dee potentially. 


$2. ἐὰν δὲ λάβῃ νοῦν, ἐν τῷ πράττειν διαφέρει] The highest v.12. 


‘moral life consists in the greatest possible αὐτάρκεια of the inner, or 
rational, aa distinguished from the outer, or sensitive, man. But 
reason and sense are not to be regarded as two endifer having no 
part in cach other, the one being the principle of morality, and the 
other of immorality. If this were the distinction, it would be 
‘difficult to understand Aristotle's view of a voluntary act, as one 
springing from any ἀρχή within the man, whether it be ἐπιϑυμία, 
opis, oF λόγον {£. NV. iii. 1. 20), and his definition of προαίρεσις as 
βυυλεντικὴ ὄρεξις (2. NV. til. 3. το}. The moral reason is no mere 
abstraction out of contact with the passions, but it is the Form 
(Wor) and they are the Matter (τὸ δεκτικόν). ποῖ antagonistic, but 
really complementary forces which morality seeks to harmonise, 
Choice, oF προαίρεσις, wherein man appears so clearly as an ἀρχή--- 
‘without which there would be no euch thing as morality, belongs 
as much to the sensitive and emotional, as to the rational side of 
human mature, and presupposes the power of performing voluntary 
{ὑκούσια) acts, which irrational beings have no less than man, 
‘As the objects of the scientific νοῦς are always presented in a 
particular ὅλη, 5ὸ the ὀρϑὸς λόγον, or moral organism, of which νοῦς, 
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1144 v.12, πρακτικός is the consciousness, is an ἔνυλος λόγος, an equilibrium of 
real passions. The inner, or rational, is the Form of the outer, or 
sensitive man. The moral reason is the eiSoroinate καὶ μόρφωσιε raw 
παϑημάτων, Aristotle thus avoids the extreme Socratic position— = 
that virtue is knowledge, and vice consequently involuntary, 
without surrendering the truth that reason is essential to morality, 
Morality is the perfection of the form of a given matter. In 
plants, their manner of growth—ri θρεπτικόν---ἶα the form. Amimatr 
are conscious of their organisms in the schemata of pleasure and 
pain ; and mere dpefis is the exponent of their form, so that what- 
ever thwarts mere ὄρεξιν is not themselves. Acts done from mere 
ὄρεξις by man are his own acts, and voluntary, because in him the 
sensible nature is the material vehicle of the rational moral nature, 
and if he is to have credit for achieving the perfect form, he must 
be responsible for acts which hinder its reception—if virtue is in 
his power, vice must also be in his power. This is the practical ! 
consideration which makes Aristotle, in treating of τὸ δκούσιον, 
Tepresent man as coextensive with his ὀρέξεις of all kinds, There 
is therefore no contradiction between the statements that Reason 
is the Man (e.g. Κ᾿ V. ix. 8. 6), and that acts done from ἐπιθυμία 
and θυμός, as well as those done from λύγος, are voluntary, f εν the 
man’s own acts (ΑΝ. iii. 1. 21). Reason is the Form taken by 
the whole sensitive nature. The more clearly a man sees that 
Reason is himself, the more readily will he hold himself τος 
sponsible for all acts of the sensibility which stand in the way of 
the final victory of Reason. A central government becomes strong 
and succeeds in crushing lawlessness in the provinces, only by 
holding rfsedf—ris own weakness—responsible for the lawlessness. 

‘The education of the young citizen under νόμον consists in the 
process of centralising the ἀρχή of his nature, At first he acts κατὰ 
‘ASyor—in accordance with an external standard, supplied by the 
νομοθέτης, which he could not see unless it were pointed out to him, 
and would not conform to unless he were constrained. As time 
goes on, he begins to see for himself what is right, and to desire, 
independently of external constraint, to do it, till at last he acts 
μετὰ λόγου---ἰη accordance with a standard which he has now 
appropriated to himself and assimilated: see Κ᾽, JV. vi. 13. 5 ὅστε γὰρ 
οὐ μόνον 4 κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον, ἄλλ' ἡ μετὰ τοῦ ὀρθοῦ λόγου ἄξις ἀρετῇ 
ἔστω, By habituation the natural tendencies to proper conduct 
(ai φυσεειὴ ἀρεταί become fixed in relation to one another; andas Ὁ) 
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they become fixed, the consciousness of their relation to one 1144 8.19. 


another becomes clearer, and more capable of serving as a prin« 
ciple of guidance, when circumstances arise in which the due 
relation fs likely to be disturbed. Φυσικὴ ἀρετῇ becomes κυρία ἀρετή, 
‘by habituation, under the eye of φρόνησις, which itself becomes 
clearer ag the passions are reduced to order (£. NV. vi. τ, δ). 
Αἰδώς, for example, is the natural basis of σωφροσύνῃ (FE. ili. 7. 
#234 ἃ. 32). This natural tendency to refrain from acts of it 
temperance is strengthened by education till it begins to attract 
‘possessor's artention, and he makes ‘intemperance’ and ‘tem- 
perance’ odjects of moral reflection in relation to other objects of 
moral experience. ‘This is the beginning of φρόνησις, which re- 
acts upon the incipient habit of temperance—ensures its fixture by 
Keeping it steadily in consciousness, and determines its place in’ 
relation to other habits similarly made objects of reflection: of 
Shafiestury's reflected sense, by the operation of which a creature 
‘fises from ‘mere goodness’ to ‘ yirtuc’,” 


Tt is not till a man becomes fully conscious for Ὁ. 14. 


κυρίως, 
himself of the order of his moral nature, and delicately sensitive to 
all that makes for or against it—that he is virtuous ὧν she sfrtct 
sense of the term—i.. virtuous in his own right, and a law to 


i 


δοξαστικοῦ] Sce note on vi. 5. 8. 


4 κυρία οὗ γίνεται ἄνευ dpoviivews] He has told us in ch. 12. Ὁ. 16. 


το that ἀδύνατον φράνιμον εἶναι μὴ ὄντα ἀγαθόν. ‘Trendelenburg 
(Hirt. Balirage sur Philos. ti. 385-6) discusses this apparent circle, 
remarking that ‘ Dialectic can easily exhibit relation of mutuality 


Taguiry concerning Virtue, Book i, Pte 2. 4 2—*Whea in 
the Affections or Passions are svited to the publick good, or good 
τὰς δεν. is the matwral temper entirely good... § 3 Hut to 
‘what Ss esteemed mere Goodness, and les within the rexch and 
δ all sensible ereatueres,to that which is called Virtue oF Merit, and \s 
oaly—In a creature capable of forming general notions of 
snot only the outward beings which offer themsilver to the ent are 
but the very actions themselves, and the affections of 
Kindness, Gratitude, and their contraries, being brought into the mind by 
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) by means of this reflected yenae, there 
towards those very affections themselves, which 
ate now become the subject of a new likiag or 
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1144 0.10. as a vicious circle,’ We must look out of the dialectical circle, as 
it were, beyond the relate themselves, and enquire after the cause 
which has brought them into this relation of mutuality. We 
shall then see that ἀρετή and φρόνησιε grow up Jagether in the 
citizen, because the νοῦς, OF φρόνησες dpxsreeromey Of the νομοθέτης, 
which produces both, cannot, as a matter of fact, produce the one 
without producing the other. The fully formed és of avpla ἀρετῇ 
is the assured order of the passions; and the order is not assured 
ull the subject is clearly conscious for himself of its essential lines. 
This clear consciousness of the moral order is the fully formed 
His οἵ φρόνησιε τῇ also Zeller’s Ph. der Griechen, i, 2 (Aristoteles) 
p. 658 (3rd ed.), p. 508 (and ed.). 


b 17. 88. διόπερ] The connexion here is well brought out by the writer 
of the Wf, Jf. in the passage i. 34. t197 b. 36-1198 a, 21 quoted 
above in note on vi. 13. τὶ 


8.286, φρονήσει] Cf LZ. i, 5, 1216 Ὁ, 2 Σωκράτης μὲν οὖν ὁ πρεσβύτην, 
Ger εἶναι τέλος τὸ γινώσκειν τὴν ἀρετήν, καὶ ἐπεζήτει τί ἐστιν ἡ δικαιοσύνῃ 
καὶ τί ἡ ἀνδρεία καὶ ἕκαστον τῶν μορίων αὐτῆν, ἐποίει γὰρ ταῦτ᾽ εὐλόγωε. 
ἐπιστήμας γὰρ Ger’ εἶναι πάσας τὰς ἀρετάς, ὥσθ᾽ ἅμα συμβαΐνειν εἰδέναι ve 
τὴν δικαιοσύνην καὶ εἶναι δίκαιον, 

Σωκράτης] See Grant's note ad oc., in which it is concluded from 
the absence of the article that ‘the actual and historical Socrates 
is designated’ here. It is scarcely necessary to say that the bald 
doctrine—mdoas τὰς ἀρετὰς ἐπιστήμας εἶναι attributed by Eudemus in 
i. 6. 1216 Ὁ, 2 544. tO Σωκράτης ὁ πρεσβύτης, and by the writer of the 
M.M. in i, τ. 1182 a. 16 to Σωκράτης, and in 1183 Ὁ. 8 sq. to ὁ 
Σωκράτης, is nof the doctrine either of the historical or of the 
Platonic Socrates, Συμβαίνει οὖν αὐτῷ (sc. Ξωεράτει) ἐπιστήμας ποιοῦντε 
τὰν ἀρετὰν ἀναιρεῖν τὸ ἄλογον μέρον τῆν ψυχῆς, τοῦτο δὲ ποιῶν ἀνοιρεῖ καὶ 
πόθος wnt ἦδος (MM. \, 1. 1182 a. 20) is ἃ captious inference from 
isolated statements of Socrates or Plato, not a fair account of the 
theory of either, which did not differ essentially from that of the 
Aristotelian school. 


8.19. ἐζήτει] Enstr. connects ἐζήτει with the circumstance that Socrates 
philosophised διολογικῶς καὶ ζητητικῶς, 


νῶι, ὁ 4. καὶ γὰρ νῦν πάντες] Fritzsche has an important note here 
{5. £, p. 147)—' Ego interpretor nune, guum valat doctrina Peré- 


_ 
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relicta jam Academia, ct comparo MM. i, 35. 1198 a. 13 1144 Ὁ. a2. 


politica, 

δλὼ τὴν ἀρετὴν tpn (Socrates) λόγον edo, οὐκ ὀρθῶν, ἀλλ᾽ of νῦν βέλτιον : 
atque existimo ita scribere potnisse Aristotelis aemulum Eudemum, 
hon potuisse ita scribere Aristotclem, ΟἿ etiam infra v. 30 ἡμεῖν" 


ὅταν δρίζωνται....... τὴν κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον] What οἱ vivadd is v.22. 


κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον, They define ἀρετῇ as ‘a die concerned with 
certain objects’ and add ‘in accordance with the ὁρᾶδε λόγον" 
Eustr. explains that πρὸς d=mpbs πράξεις καὶ mid, and that the 
‘Bor which is added is κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον, So the Paraphrast— 
ὅταν ὀρίζωνται τὴν ἀρετὴν, εἰπόντον αὑτὴν καὶ περὶ τίνα καταγίνεται, προσ- 
τιϑέασι καὶ κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον, 


ἢ δ. μικρὸν μεταβῆναι μικρὸν παραλλάξαι τὴν λέξιν (Eustr.), 


κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον. μετὰ τοῦ ὀρθοῦ λόγου] Socrates made the 
ἀρεταὶ λόγοι, the writer says: they are not λόγοι, but dee, πυρὶ πάθη 
wal πράξειε, «ark Adyor—or rather, μετὰ λόγον, for the λόγος which the 
πάθη of the κυρίωε ἀγαϑός obey is not an external one,—not that of 
ἴων which a man conforms to, but of principle which he reveres. 
‘The κυρίων dyads performs his virtuous acts proprie molu, according 
toa standard which he has assimilated—with which he identifies him- 
self: see Eustratius—oi γὰρ μόνον ὡς μότρον δεῖ τάξαι τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον 
τὸν nar! ὀρετὴν ἐνεργείαι ἢ πείσεων, ἵν᾽ εἴη πάντα τὰ τῆν ὀρετῆν κατ᾽ αὐτόν" τὸ 
γὰρ μέτρον ἐνδέχνταϊ wore τοῦ μετρουμένον χωρίζεσθαι" οὐκ ἀεὶ δέ more πράτ-. 
τὴν ἢ πάσχειν κατ᾽ ἀρετήν, χωριζομένης φρονήσεως, ἀλλὰ δεῖ παρεῖναι καὶ 
τὸν ὀρθὸν λέγον det, καὶ per? αὐτοῦ τὰν πράξειε γίνεσθαι καὶ τὰν πείσειν ἵνα 
“απὸ ἀρετὴν γίνοιτο, καὶ ἦ wari τοῦ ὀρθοῦ λόγου tfc ἀρετή ἐστι, ΟΥ̓ also the 
Paraphrast, who has τὸ γὰρ κατὰ λόγον διαφέρει τοῦ μετὰ λόγου" κατὰ λόγον 
γάρ τα ποιεῖ τι, καὶ ἑτέρου κινοῦντος, nal τὸ τέλον σευποῦντον, ὥσπερ ἢ φύσιν 
κατὰ λόγον ποιεῖ’ μετὰ λόγον δύ, ὅταν οὐτὸς εἰδὼς πράττῃ, καὶ τὸ τέλος σκυπῶν 
ark λόγον ποιῇ. Τῆς introduction of consciousness {ὅταν αὐτὸν εἰδὼς 
πράττῃ) by the Paraphrast, as discriminating τὸ μετὰ λόγον from τὸ 
κατὰ λόγον, Is unfortunate. It is true that in man the rule of an 
Internal principle is the rule of consciousness, or conscience; but 
‘surely plant life, from which consciousness is absent, is also ruled by 
an internal principle (ἡ γὰρ Φύσις ἀρχὴ ἐν αὐτῷ), and if the term 
λόγος is used to express the law of that life, it ought to be used in 
the formula μετὰ λόγου, not, as by the Paraphrast, in the formula 
ard λόγον. We shall avoid confusion if we take μετὸ λόγου to mark 
an inward principle (whether its inwardness appear as self-con- 


Mi 


1144 b.26, 


v.95. 


145 4.1. 
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sciousness, or merely as the organic unity of the physical individual), 
and εατὰ λόγον am external rule. ‘Thus, a temple is built κατὰ λόγον > 
a lee grows μετὰ λόγου, 


8 6. ἀλλὰ καὶ ὁ λόγος ««. «Ὁ πᾶσαι ὁπάρξουσιν] Tho writer of 
the J AZ. helps us to understand the real nature and object of the 
dialectical argument (5 λόγον . . ᾧ διαλεχϑείη var &) referred to here, 
which tries to prove that the ἀρεταί are independent of one another. 
Is real object isto make ἃ casnistical interpretation of duty passible, 
by showing that there may be ‘a conflict of duties’ in any given 
case—that man is nothing but a bundle of separate virtuous 
tendencies, any one of which may be indulged at the expense of the 
others. His words are—A/. 17, ii, 3. 1199 ὃν 16 ἔχει δὲ καὶ τὸ 
τοιοῦτον ἀπορίαν, οἷον ἐπειδὰν μὴ ἢ ἅμα πρᾶξαι τἀνδρεῖα καὶ τὰ δίκοια, πότερ᾽. 
ἂν τις πράξειεν; ἐν μὲν δὴ ταῖς φυσικαῖς ἀρεταῖς ἔφαμεν τὴν ὁρμὴν μάνον. 
[δεῖν] τὴν πρὸς τὸ κολὸν ὑπάρχειν dev λόγον; ᾧ δ᾽ ἐστὶν οἵρεσις, ἐν τῷ 
λόγῳ καὶ τῷ λόγον ἔχοντι ἐστίν. ὥστε ἅμα τὸ ἑλέσθαι [καὶ] παρέστω καὶ 
ἣ τελεία ἀρετὴ ὑπάρξει, ἣν ἔφαμεν μετὰ φρονήσεως εἶνοι, οὐκ ἄνευ δὲ τῆς 
φυσικῆς ὁρμῆν τῆν ἐπὶ τὸ καλόν. οὐδ' ὀναντιώσεται ἀρετὴ ἀρετῇ, πέφυκεν: 
γὰρ ὑπείκειν τῷ λόγῳ, [ἢ] ὡς οὗτον προστάττει, ὥστ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὃ ἂν οὗτος ἄγῃ, 
ἐπὶ τοῦτο ἀποκλίνει, τὸ γὰρ βέλτιον οὗτόρ ἐστιν ὁ αἱρούμενοι. οὔτε γὰρ 


= 


τῶν ἄλλων ἀρετῶν, ἀλλὰ συνεργοῦσί wae μετ᾽ ἀλλήλων ἀπεμειλουθοῦσαι τῇ 
φρονήσει. 


τοῦτο γὰρ κατὰ μὲν τὰς φυσικὰς ἀρετὰς ἐνδέχεται κτλ] The 
λύσιν of the casuistical argument is that man is not a bundle of 
separate natural tendencies, but a moral organism: and that, a8 a 
matter of fact, the best men are conscious of this organism, and 
make the consciousness of it, and not feeling or natural inclination 
(however amiable), their guide in life. 


ἅμα γὰρ τῇ φρονήσει μιᾷ ὑπαρχούσῃ πᾶσαι ὁπάρξουσιν) ὑπαρχούσῃ 
(Byw,) is the reading of ΚΡ, Mb, Cambr.: οὔσῃ is the reading of 
L¥, and other authorities, accepted by Bekker and Susemihl. Ὦ 
think that ὑπαρχούσῃ is better than οὔσῃ, if we read the future 
ὑπάρξουσιν---' if φρόνησιε is present, all the virtues will be present”: 
but L, which reads οὔσῃ, reads ὑπάρχουσιν, As for ug—it accords 
with οὔσῃ, but scarcely with ὑπαρχούσῃ, We seem to require—ipe 
γὰρ τῇ φρονήσει, μιᾷ οὔσῃ, ὑπαρχούσῃ πᾶσαι ὑπάρξονσιν. As regards the 
doctrine of the ϑεπίξηςο---ὅλη ἀρετή, of which φρόνησις is the con- 
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‘sciousness, is the resultant of all the special ἀρεταὶ ψυχῇε, just as 1146 «1 
εὐεξία ig of the normal condition of all the bodily organs:—see EZ. 2. 
ii. 1, 1220, 2 ὥσπερ ἢ εὐεξία σύγκειται ἐκ τῶν κατὰ μόριον ἐρετῶν, υὕτω καὶ 
ἡ Mis ψυχῆν ἀρετὴ j τέλον, Were it not for the resultant, the special 
ἀρεταί would be dperai only in an equivocal sense. If we can be 
sure that a man has really one virtue—e.y. σωφροσύνη, we may be 
sure that he has all the other virtues which make up the organism 
of § ὅλη ἀρετῇ: but a man may have αἰδώς, and not νέμεσις, in his 
natural constitution, Grant remarks that the theory of this § ap- 
proaches nearly to the Stoical idea of the wise man: cf Diog, 
Laert. vii. § 125 (quoted by Michelet) τὰς δὲ ἀρετὰς λέγουσιν (50, οἱ 
Trwixol) ἀντωκολουθεῖν ἀλλήλοις, cad τὸν ular ἔχοντα πάσειν ἔχεν, On the 
general subject of the relation of φρόνησεε to ἀρετή see note on ii. 
6. 16. 

§ 71] This § τεσαρίτυϊαιεα what has been said in ch. rz. § 4 anda. 3, 
$7.8 

881 Cf MM. 1, 34. 1198 Ὁ, 9 πότερον δὲ αὕτη πάντων ἄρχει τῶν a ἃ. 
ἐν τῇ ψνχῆ, ὅσπερ Boned nal droptirac; ἢ οὔ; τῶν γὰρ βιλειόνων οὐκ ἂν 
δόξειεν, οἷον τῆς σοφίος οὐκ ἄρχει, ἀλλά, φησίν, αὕτη ἐπιμελεῖται πάντων, 
καὶ κυρία ἐστὶ προστάττουσα. ἀλλ᾽ ἴσως ἔχει ὥσπερ ἐν οἰκίᾳ ὁ ἐπίτραπον. 
ον yap πτων efpsot wal κότα διοικεῖ DN! οὕπω οὗτος ἄρχει πώτων, 
ANNA ποροσκευάζει τῷ δεσπύτῃ σχολήν, Grae ἂν ἐκεῖνοι μὴ κωλυόμενος ὑπὸ 
τῶν ἀναγκαίων ἐκελείσται τοῦ τῶν καλῶν τε καὶ προσηκόντων πράττειν. 
οὕτω καὶ spoke τούτῳ ἡ pions ὥσπερ ἐκίτροπύε vi ἐστι τῆν cups, καὶ 
πορασεετάζει ταύτῃ σχολὴν κεὶ τὸ ποιεῖν τὸ αὐτῆε ἔργον, κατέχουσο τὰ πάθη 
καὶ τοῦτο σωφρονίζυσα. ΟΠ Met. 8. 2. 982 a. τὰς καὶ τῶν ἐπιστημῶν 


ἢ τὴν τῶν ἀποβεινόντων ἕνεκεν, καὶ τὴν ἀρχικωτέραν τῆς 
rai σοφίαν οὗ γὰρ δεῖν ἐπιτάττεοθωι τὸν συφὸν ἀλλ᾽ ἐπιτάττειν, καὶ οὗ 
φοῦνον ἑτέρῳ πείβεσθαι, ἀλλὰ τούτῳ τὸν ἧττον σοφόν. As was pointed 
‘out in note on vi. 1. 14. 1138 b. £8, φρόνησις does not apprehend the 
ultimate standard. That is given by σοφία, The moral life is what 
it is in order to subserve the ideal of the speculative reason. 


BOOK ΨΥ. 


Introductory Note—' These chapters [vii, 1-10]; says Grant, 
‘form a necessary complement to the Aristotelian ethical system, 
taking a more practical point of view (ἄλλην ἀρχήν) than that which 
would divide mankind simply into the virtuous and the vicious. 
Moral systems in general have perhaps too much neglected this 
ficld of the intermediate states; and general language has not 
definitely adopted the distinction between the “Intemperate ” [ded= 
λαστοεῖ, and the “Incontinent” [deparys], as the use of the English 
words at once testifies, for we are evidently obliged to give a 
certain special and technical meaning to the word “ Intemperate,” 
in order to make it stand as the representative of deoores'” Cf. 
the Aldine Scholiast on vii (not Aspasius, but ‘ Anonymus rec,"— 
see Rose: Commentare sur Ethik des Arist, Hermes, vol. ¥) fol. 
117°—§ ἐγκράτεια οὐκ ἔστι κυρίωε ἀρετὴ ἀλλ᾽ ἐγγίζει τῇ ἀρετῇ .- - ἢ μὲν 
2p ἐστιν ἡ ἐγκράτεια ἐκ προαιρέσεως γινομένη καὶ περὶ πρακτὰ καταγινομέγῃ, 
ἔοιαεν ἀρετή, ἢ δὲ πάλιν οὐκ ἔστιν ἰσονομία ἐπὶ τῶν μερῶν τῆν ψυχῆς ἀλλὰ 
μάχη τις καὶ στασιασμός, ἀρετὴ οὐκ Toru ὁ γὰρ ἐγκρατὴς ἔχεε μὲν τὰν 
λόγον προστόσσοντα δεῖν ἀπέχεσθαι τῶν ἡδονῶν τῶν αἰσχρῶν, τὴν δὲ term 
ϑυμίων ἔχει μὴ ἀκολονθυῦσων τῷ λόγῳ ἀλλ᾽ ἀντετείνουσαν καὶ τῶν αἰσχρῶν 
ἡδονῶν ἀντέχεσθοι σπεύδουσαν" ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἀρετῶν ἰσονομῖα vis ἐστιν καὶ οὗ 
μόχη τῶν μερῶν τῆς ψυχῆς, ἀλλὰ ὁ σώφρων ἔχει μὲν τὸν λόγον προστάσι 
σοντα δεῖν ἀπέχεσθαι τῶν οἰσχρῶν ἡδονῶν καὶ εὐθὺς ἔχει τὴν ἀκιϑυμῶν 
ἐποκολονθοῦσαν τῷ λόγῳ καὶ μὴ derireivougaw . .. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἢ ἀκροσία, 
ἡ ἀντικειμένη τῇ ἀρετῇ ἧτοι τῇ ἐγκρατείᾳ ἑτέρα τίς ἔστι κακία παρὰ rhe 
ἄλλας τὰς ἀντικειμένειν ruis ἠθικιῖς dperais ἤγουν τὴν ἀκολασίαν τὴν δειλίαν 
καὶ rar λοιπάκ' ὦ γὰρ ἀκρατὴς ἔχει μὲν τὸν λόγον ἐρρωμένον ὅτι κακῶν: 


* “Incorrigible” is perhaps the clotest rendering of ἀκόλαστον, He ἐξ the 
man who has no principle, and is an ‘incorrigible offender.’ “ἢ 
however, is amply justified by the fact that ἀνολασίᾳ ἐ the regular contrary 
οἱ σωφροσύνη. 
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ἐστι τὸ μοιχεύειν, ἡττᾶται δὲ ὑπὸ τοῦ πάθουν, καὶ γίγνεται εανταῦθα μάχῃ 
τις τῶν μερῶν tie ψυχῆν' τῆς γὰρ ἐπιϑυμίας σπευδούσης ἀντέχεσθαι τῶν 
αἰσχρῶν ἡδονῶν, ὅ λόγοι ἀντιτείνει καὶ ἡττᾶται" ὅ δὲ ἀκύλαστον ἔχων τὴν 
ἐπιθυμίαν ῥέπουσαν πρὸς τὰν φαύλας ἡδονὰς εὐθὺς ὄχει καὶ τὸν λόγον 
| ῥκακυλουθοῦντα καὶ μὴ ἁντιτείνοντα, Cf. ΔΙ: ΜΙ. ii, 4. 12004. 35 

μετὰ δὲ τοῦτα ἀναγκοΐόν ἐστιν ἑτέραν ἀρχὴν ποιησαμένοις λέγειν ὑπὲρ 
ἐγερατείας καὶ ἀκρασίας. ὥσπερ δὲ καὶ ἡ ἀρετὴ καὶ ἡ κακία αὗταί εἰσιν 
ἄτοποι, ὡσαύτωε ἀναγκαῖον καὶ τοὺς περὶ τούτων λόγους λεχϑησομένουν 
ἀτύπουε γίνεσθαι" ob γὰρ ὁμοία ἡ ἀρετὴ αὕτη ἐστὶ ταῖς ἄλλαις, ἐν μὲν γὰρ 
ταῖς Dave ἐπὶ ταὐτὰ καὶ ὁ λόγος καὶ τὰ πόθῃ ὁρμῶσι, καὶ οὐκ ἐναντιοῦνται 
ἀλλήλοις, ἐπὶ δὲ ταύτης ἐναντιοῦνται ἀλλήλοις ὅ τε λόγον καὶ τὰ πάδη. 
‘The paradoxical character [τὸ ἄτοπον) of ἀκρασία, to which Socrates 
first called attention, made the state a favourite subject of discussion. 
‘Thos the chief difficulties in the notion of voluntary action present 
themsélves to the writer of the Ludemian Evhics (EE. ii, 7 and 8) 
fm connexion with éyxpéraa and ἀκρασία : the writer of Κ᾿ MV. v 
discusses the puzzle of self-injury with immediate reference to the 
ἀερυτῆς (E.N. v. 9. G5); the interest of the writer of ZN. vii. 
chapters τοῖο in his subject is, to a considerable extent, a dia- 
‘Ieetical one; and the same remark applies to the writer of the 
A.M. ii chapters 4, 5, and 6, who follows EV. vii. 1-10 very 
closely, and probably (see Ramsauer ZV. p. 425) had no other 
treatment of the subject before him, when he wrote. It is the 
Circumstance, a8 it seems to me, that ἀκρασία londs itself to dia- 
Jectical discussion, rather than the intrinsic importance of the 

i as that is'—which accounts for its remarkable 
prominence in the Aristotelian system, and more especially (as 
was to be expected) fn the later versions of that system, 


ἀρετῆς τὶς ffir μεταξύ." If there were no intermediate states, 
Thow, he msks, would it be possible to feome virtuous? Everything comes 
‘either de τοῦ ἐναντίου or ἐκ τοῦ μεγαξύ. 11 ἀρετή exme ἐκ τοῦ ἐναντίον, then 
would be φύσω, and ἀρινή consequently παρὰ φύσιν. Therefore ἀρετῇ 
diflereatinted tw τοῦ peragd, 
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CHAPTER I, 


ARGUMENT. 


Lat us now pars te another division of owr subject, 

Dispositions to be avoided are three, (1) Vice, (2) Lucontimence, (3) ae 
Virtue amd Continence are plainly the contrariex of Viee ant Pucentinence = 

contrary of Brutality is wot so plain ; but may be take to be 

needs we ascribe to heroes andl to the gods. Ax thie godlike wirtue te 
rare awiong wren, 50 61 its apposite brutality—oftenest found avceng barbarians, 
and sometinves coors caved ὧν direase and mutilation, We shall return ἔν it 
afterwards—at present we are concerned with thes properly hanean disporitions 
which He between the god and the drute. Of acs aaete Vice and Virtue 
have been already discussed > there remaits Incontinence and Saftmase, Comtimence 
and Endurance, the latter δου belonging to the same gemus 4s Virtue, bit diffe 
ing from it specifically ; the former ttwo belonging to the same ξένε at Vite, bat 
differing from it spucifically. 

Let us conduct this enquiry in our usual way,—feret seeding the wien held re 
garding these dispositions ; then going through the diffiewities t the πάπα : 
then proceeding t0 establish, if possible, all the wiewe backed by raficlent opinion, 
for, at least, the mort of them, and the weightiert : for the purpose of this treatise 
will have been suffcicnily served if, having removed vertein comfusiema, wwe 
Jeave men’s opinions to speak for themselves. 

The following views, then, are held— 

(1) Continence and endurance are guod, incontinence amd hed. 

{a) Zhe continent man ἐγ Ke who abicice by the recult of hie vefeitian » the 
incontinent, he who falls away frone it, 

(3) Tie incontinent man acts under the influence of feeling, kwrwimg shee 
what he does is bad ; the continent man, knowing that hit desires are bad, ohepe 
‘his reason aed does nol follow them. 

(4) Zhe demperate man ti continent amd enduring ; while the comvurse of thie 
atatewent some regard ax universally true, and ethers do met. 

(5) Some use the terms ‘incerrigible’ and * incontinent" interchangeatly > 
others distinguish between them. 

(6) Some say shat the prudent man cannot be incontinent = others say that 
prudent and clever people are sometimes incontinent. 

There is ‘incontinence? ὧν anger, ond in the peormuit of ἄρρην and of 
material advantages. 


22454.15. §1,] In this section we have six states—{r) δεία ἀρετή, ἢ ὑπὲρ 
ἄνθρωπον, (2) ἀρετῇ, ἡ κατ᾽ ἄνθρωπον, (3) ἐγκράνεων, (4) ἀκρασία, 
(5) κακία, ἡ κατ᾿ ἄνθρωπον, (6) θηριότης, Although the ἀρετῇ above 
ἐγκράτεια in pari materia is σωφροσύνη (i.¢ περὶ rie Φωματικὰξ 
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ἡδονὰς κοὶ λύπαε), and the κοκία below ἀκροσία is ἀκολασία, Ἐ do not 1460. 182 
think that Grant is right in assuming, a5 he seems to do in his 
note on this section, that the terms ἀρετή and κακία, as here em~ 
ployed, are simply equivalent to σωφροσύνη and ἀκολασία respectively. 
“Apery here marks the character, as a whole, of the virtuous man, 
as distinguished from the god, whose attribute is τιμιώτερον dperie, 
and κακία the character, as a whole, of the vicious man, as dis- 
from the ῥέα. This seems to be the view of the Ald. 
Schol. ad loc—f γὰρ κακία ἀντίκειται πόσαις ταῖς ἡϑικαῖε dperoie ἡ yap 
δλία κοὶ ᾧ δροσύτηε καὶ ᾧ Scodacia J aarlas: ἀντίατωτοι ταῖς ἡδιοῖς 
dperaie, Similarly the Ῥαγαρίγαει Heliodorus describes the ἀρετῇ 
οἵ this section as ἡ ἀρετὴ ἡ ἠθιεῇ, 


οὐδὲ dynes κτλ] 71. xxiv. 258. ΠΕ 


$2. οὐδὲ Onplou ... γένος κακίας] Cf Poli i, 1. 1953 & 27 ὁ δὲ 0.28. 
μὴ δυνάμενοι κοινωνεῖν ὃ μηδὲν dedpevor δι' αὐτάρκειαν οὐθὲν μέρον wéhcerte 
ὥστε ἢ θηρίον ἡ Beds, Cf. Plut. de Vite εἰ Poet Homer, 133 μέσον 
eo καὶ δηρίου γέγονεν ἄνθρωπον... τὴν μὲν ἄκραν ἀρετὴν δείαν ἡγεῖται 
Comper ἘΝ Recto eaintor Copia dlan, ἐὰν ξυτερον ᾿"Δριστοτάλην ἐνόμισεν 

‘The brutes have neither ἀρετῇ nor κακία, because ἀρετή and κακία are 
states acquired by habitation (#fas); whereas the dispositions of 
‘brates are what they are φύσει. The Ald. Schol. and Heliod. 
explain this difference between man and the brutes by the presence 
cf λόγοι ἴα man. ‘The Ald. Schol, says—rote μὲν θηρίοιν ἀρετὴ ote 

Fore Bebis ἢ ἀρετὴ προοιρετή ἔστιν, ἡ δὲ προαΐρεσιε τῶν λογικῶν ἐστίν: and 
Heliod. Ἰναε---οὔ γὰρ ἔστι θηρίου κακία ἢ ἀρετὴ διὰ τὸ μὴ μετὰ λόγου ποιεῖν 
ἢ παρὰ τὸν λόγον : Ze man lives in, and is conscious of (Adyos), a 
‘moral environment {πόλι}, with the conditions of which he either 
may (dperf), or may not (emia) correspond. But the brutes are 
born into a merely physical environment, with which they are, from 
the first, in perfect correspondence. God, on the other hand, has 
no ἀρετῇ, for ἀρετὴ is a ὅξιε, or acquired capacity of correspondence 
‘with an environment, and represents the painful victory of organis- 
fing: form (Adyor) over matter (Ay): God's being is pure form— 
ἐνέργεια ἄνευ, σις voryrewe—the formative principle in him 
ἧς not confronted byan alien matter, but regards itself alone. This 
conclusion, arrived at by an ἃ prior’ method in Me. A. 7 and 9, is 

confirmed by considerations of a somewhat popular kind in EM. 

Xe 8. 7. 

The 


expression τιμιώτερον dperis 1145 ἃ. 26 indicates that the 


‘1145 9, 25. 


5.97. 


a. 30. 


a, al, 
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divine good is not a Zé, which is merely émaverdy, but an ἐνέργεια, 
which is τίμιον see Vi. 12. 


ἕτερόν τι γένος κακίας} The genitive κακίας depends on Frepavs 
see Coraes ad loc— iv τι γένος παρὰ τὴν κακίαν, ὡς ἐξηγεῖται 3 
"Apyvponotov—diversum quid est a vitio genus, 


§ 8. (ct) ὅταν ἀγασθῶσι σφόδρα του, σεῖος ἀνήρ daow] Bywater 
adds of, I like better Susemihl's way of meeting the difficulty, by 
making σεῖος ἀνήρ ῴασιν parenthetical. Coraes (with the approval 
of Rassow, Morseh. p, 126, and Susemihl ad Joc.) reads οὗτοι 
between parw and οὕτω, on the strength of Plato, Meno. 99 D, 
which the writer of the present passage seems to have had in his 
mind—ea) af ye γυναῖκεν δῇ πον rods dyabods ἄνδρον θείουν καλοῦσν' καὶ 
οἱ Λάκωνες ὅταν τινὰ ἐγκωμιάζωσιν ἀγαθὸν ἄνδρα, θεῖος ἀνήρ, φασίν, οὗτος. 
Argyropulus, as Coraes notes, favours οὗτος : his version is—Dicunt 
enim vir divus Arc est. The Ald. Scho]. also may have read offoe: 
his version is—ol Adeuver . . . ἔλεγον οὕτον & ἀνὴρ θεὸς ἔστιν frot Bion. 

On the construction ἐπεί . . . . οὕτω see Eucken, de Arti, dicend? 
ratione p. 30, who compares Pol, 1253 ὃ. 23-33, and Pol. 1258 
ἃ. 31. 


μάλιστα δ΄... ἐπιδυσφημοῦμεν] ' (1) Some men are born brutal; — 
(2) others are made so; (3) others make themselves so'—Peters 
note ad loc. Τοὺς διὰ κακίαν ὑπερβάλλοντας, introduced by mal—Be, are 
distinguished as a third variety from (1) οἱ φύσει, ἢ, ε. βάρβαροι, and 
(2) of διὰ νόσους. 

πηρώσεις} We are to think of bodily mutilations and defects, not, 
with the Ald, Schol., of a defective moral nature—elei γάρ reve, he 
says, πεπηρωμένον ἤτοι βεβλαμμένον ἔχοντεε τὸ λογιστικὸν καὶ τῶν οἐεοίων 
φρενῶν ἐκστάντες, Coraes, noting that Argyropulus has Jeesimer 
principi®, suggests the reading πηρώσεις rie ἀρχῆν, and compares the 
πεπηρωμένος πρὸς ἀρετήν of ZN. i, 9. 4: but the association of 
πηρώσειε with νόσοι (frequent, a3 Fritzsche ad foc. notes, in the ££. 
and in 25. X vii) seems conclusive in favour of understanding the 
former term of bodily injuries or defects 


§4. ὕστερον] vil. 5. 


περὶ δὲ κακίας εἴρηται πρότερον] Z. Κ' ἰῇ, 2 (στ B: NV. τὰ, 10), if 
κακία be taken here rather in its special sense, as ἀεολασία, than in 
the general sense of the contrary of ἠθικὴ ἀριτή, The Parapl 


sill 
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probably takes it in the general sense : he says περὶ δὲ μακίαρ εἴρηται 1145 a 34, 


πρότερον, ὅτε περὶ ἀρετῶν ἐλέγομεν Hav. 


οὔτε γὰρ ὡς περὶ τῶν αὐτῶν ἕξεων τῇ ἀρετῇ καὶ τῇ μοχθηρίᾳ 5. 30, 


ἐκατέραν αὐτῶν ὑποληπτέον, οὔθ᾽ ὡς ἕτερον γένο5] Rassow (Forsch. 
Ῥ' 126} remarks on the extraordinary carelessness of the writing 
here, anil supposes that the author, when he wrote περί, intended to 
‘Use λεκτέον, as in the previous clause, but wrote ὑποληπτέον instead. 
Coraes adopts the reading ὡσπερεί for ὡρ περί Ramsauer notes the 
carelessness with which ἑκατέραν is usec in the singular number, 
akhough, on the one side, three dispositions (ἀκρασία, padaxla, and 
τρυφῇ) are enumerated, and, on the other side, two (ἐγκράτεια and 
παρτερία)γ. ὥσπερ οὐσῶν, for ὡς περί, might be suggested, if it were 
‘not Gasier to accept the careless writing of the text as it stands, 
᾿Ἐγκράτεια and ἀρετή (here=cwdpoorivy, apparently) belong to the 
‘Same γέρου, inasmuch as both result in good acts, where certain bodily 
pleasures are concerned ; but differ κατ᾽ εἶδος, in that the good acts 
proceeding from ἀρετή are done without, and those proceeding from 
ἐγεράτεια with, a struggle. Similarly, ἀκρασία and μοχθηρία [τ ἀκολασία) 
belong to the same γένον, inasmuch as both result in bad acts; but they 
differ κατ᾽ εἶδον, in that the bad acts proceeding from μοχθηρία are done 
‘without, and those proceeding from ἀκρασία with, a struggle. So 
‘also καρτερία produces good acts, where certain bodily pains are con- 
cerned, but after a struggle ; and thus belongs to the same γένος a8 
doers, but differs from it nar’ εἶδος : and μαλακία produces bad acts, 
‘where cerinin bodily pains are concerned, but after a struggle, thus 
belonging to the same γένος as μοχθηρία, but differing from it mr’ 
εἶδος. For the difference between the ἀκρατής and ἀκόλαστος see 
EAN. vii 3. 2°8 μὲν γὰρ (se. ἀκόλαστοε) ἄγεται προαιρούμενον, νομίζων det 
Bs τὸ πορὸν ἠδὺ διώκειν" ὁ 8 (8c, ἀκρατῆ) ob οἴεται μέν, διώκει δέ, The 
‘Ald. Schol. marks the difference by saying that in the ἐγκρατής and 
degarfe there is a μόχῃ τιν, in the σώφρων and ἀκόλωστον an loovopia 
τῶν μερῶν τῆε ψυχῆε: of. Plutarch, de Virt. Morali ch.6 νῦν δὲ σωῴρο-: 
ely μέν ἐστιν, οὗ τὸ παθητικὸν ὥσπερ εὐήνιον θρέμμα eal πρᾷον ὁ λογισμὸν 
ἦνιοχε eal μετοχειρίζεται, περὶ τὰς ἐπιθυμίαν χρώμενος ὑπείκοντε καὶ δέεχο-. 
ping τὸν χαλινὸν καὶ κρατοῦντι τὴν ἐπιθυμίαν" ἐγκράτειαν δὲ οὐκ ἀλύπως 
ἄγει, οὐδὲ πτιθομένην, ἀλλὰ πλωγίαν καὶ ἀντετείνουσων, οἷον ὑπὸ πληγὴν καὶ 
καὶ ἀνακρούων, Syovor ὧν ἐν ἑαυτῷ καὶ ϑορύβον 
ποτὰ tescmol cat τιρὶ τὰ τῆενψνχην bogie, τοῦ χυίρανορ. 
ΙΝ τὸ δίνετε bvpobiexetoron ἅμα καὶ τὸν ἡνίοχον διαταράττοντον, ἀντέχειν 


—— 


Nada. 36. 
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ὀπίσω, κοὶ νατατείνειν ὑπὸ σπουδὴν ἀναγναζόμενον del, μὴ βάλῃ φοίνικας de 
χειρῶν ἱμάντας κατὰ Σιμωνίδην, ὅθεν οὐδ᾽ ἀρετὴν αὐτοτελῆ ἀξιοῦσι τὴν 
ἐγκράτειαν, ἀλλ᾽ ἔλαττον dperie εἶναι" μεσότης γὰρ οὐ γέγονεν ἐκ συμφωνίας 
τοῦ xeipovoe πρὸς τὸ βέλτιον, οὐδ᾽ ἀνήρηται τοῦ πάθους τὸ ὑπερβάλλον, οὐδὲ 
πειθόμενον οὐδὲ ὁμολογοῦν τῷ φρονοῦντι τῆς ψυχῆς τὸ ἐπιθυμοῦν, AXE 
Ἀνποῦν καὶ ἀνπούμενον «αἱ αὐτειργόμενον ὑπ᾽ ἀνόγεης, ὥσπερ ἐν στάσει 
δυσμενὲς καὶ πολέμιον συνοικεῖ" 

wikis δ' ὁμοῦ μὲν θυμιομώτων γέμει, 

μοῦ δὲ παιάνων τε καὶ στεναγμάτων. 


$6.) On the method of the presont enquiry. First, wo must state 
what men think on the subject {τιθέντας τὰ φαινόμενα)  ἵπδη,, review 
the difficulties in the various opinions (ϑιαπορήσανταρ) ; but not in 
such a way as to overthrow any, or, at least, many of them (οὕτω, 
δεικνύναι μάλιστα μὲν πάντα τὰ ἔνδοξα περὶ τοῦτα τὰ πάθη, εἰ δὲ μή, τὰ 
πιλεῖστο καὶ κυριώτατα) ; for men’s opinions about matters of conduct, 
if certain confusions be cleared up (dav λύηται τὰ δυσχερῆ), will 
generally be found to be right. Cf. 2.8.4. 6.1216 b. 28 κρότεστον 
piv πάντων ἀνθρώπους φαίνεσθαι συνομολογοῦντας τοῖς ῥηθησομένοιε, ef δὲ 
μῆ, τρόπον. wa πάντας͵ ὅπερ μεταβιβαζόμενοι ποιήσουσιν ἔχει γὰρ 
ἕκαστον οἱεῖόν τὶ πρὸς τὴν ἀλήθειαν, ἐξ dw ἀναγκαῖον δεικνύναι πων περὶ 
αὐτῶν" ἐκ γὰρ τῶν ἀληθῶν μὲν λεγομένων οὗ σαφῶν δέ, προϊοῦσιν ἔστω. 
καὶ τὸ σαφῶς, μεταλομβάνουσιν ἀεὶ τὰ γνωριμώτερα τῶν εἰωθότων. 
συγκεχυμένως, According to this view, the function of the moral 
philosopher is to introduce form into the matter already supplied 
by the common opinions of men, These opinions, often repre~ 
senting imperfect knowledge and states of feeling, and generally 
couched in misleading language, cannot, as they stand, combine to 
form a consistent theory of conduct. They necessarily conflict 
with one another at many points, if not in their substance, at least 
in their expression, The moralist has to note the points at which 
they conflict, and to present the exact nature of the conflict in 
every case as sharply as possible in a striking ἀπορία, When two 
conflicting opinions have been sharply defined side by side, the 
grounds.on which each has been adopted will generally appear. 
Each is scen to embody part of the truth; each regards the samo 
thing from a somewhat different point of view; or even perhaps it 
is not the same thing at all that is regarded, but two things which a 
word confounds, The detection of the equivocation, or other 
cause of misunderstanding, which has opposed two nearly correct 


aaa 
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‘opinions as the ἐναντία of an ἀπορία, immediately removes the dead- 1145 5. 8. 
lock, and enables the moralist to use the opinions as materials in 
the construction of his ethical system, Thus, ἡ λύσις τῆν ἀπορίαν, 


εὔρεσὶν ἐστ (EN. 12), the λύσιν being effected, not by the 
eristic method of championing the one ἐναντίον and discrediting the 
other, but by the method of examining the truth in each—by dis- 
covering ‘the grounds on which cach has naturally approved 
itself’ as Eudemus puts it in a passage (2. £, vii. 2, 1235 b. 13) 
which Cook Wilson (Arist, Studies § 65) compares with the passage 
Ddefore us—Agariog δὴ τρόπος Sores ἡμῖν ἅμα τό re δοκοῦντα περὶ πούσων. 
μάλιστα ἀπυδώσει, καὶ τὰς ἀπορίαν λύσει καὶ τὰς ἐναντιώσεις, τοῦτο δ' ἔσται, 
ὧν ἀὐλέγωι φαίνητοι τὰ ὁναντία Βοκοῦντα᾽ μάλιστα γὰρ ὁμολογούμενος ὁ 
τοιοῦτον ἦσται λόγον voir φαινομένοις. Cf. EN. 4-3 ered δ' οὐ 
μένον δεῖ τἀληϑὲε εἰπεῖν ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ αἴτιον τοῦ τοῦτο γὰρ aur 
βώλλετοι πρὸς τὴν πίστιν" Grav γὰρ εὔλογον φανῇ τὸ διὰ τί φαίνεται ἀληθὲρ 
ole ὃν ἀληθέι, πιστεύειν ποιοῖ τῷ ἀληθεῖ μᾶλλον" Gare λεκτέον διὰ vi 
φαίνονται al σωματικαὶ ἡδοναὶ αἱρετώτεραι, A good example of the 
method of dealing with dmopla recommended in Z, 2. vii, 2,is given 
in EN. ix.8. One λύγος, or view, condemns the φίλουπος, another 
‘maintains that a man ought to love himself most. The ἐναντίωσιν 
‘ere is caused by the ambiguity of the term αὐτόν, The former 
view regards the lower and merely sensitive self, the latter the 
higher and rational self, Instead of being contrary views about the 
ame thing, they turm out to be views about entirely different 


science then being, as it were, the formation of common 

‘opinions into a system, the moralist must begin by stating these 

opinions. He must next arrange them so as to bring out clearly 

inconsistencies which they involve in relation to one another. 

is then in a position to see more or less easily why they present 

Στ πύκοίμαι and it suggests itself ta him to reconcile 

_ the inconsistencies by drawing ncedful distinctions—as when in 

“ E, E. vii. 2 the discussion of the ἀπορία whether τὸ φιλούμενον is τὸ 
26 ος τὸ ἀγαϑέν results in the establishment of three εἴδη of po 

or by applying an " stead of the inappropriate 

one which caused the dwopia—as in Z. LV. vii. 8. 1, where the appro~ 

‘priate idea of τὸ μεταμελητικὸν εἶναι is. introduced, and enables us to 

886 the ἀκόλαστος and daparjs in their true relation to each other, 

‘which we could not do so long as the misleading idea of τὸ pero~ 

᾿ χεισθῆνοι ἄν (2, ΔΝ, vii. 2. 10) was retained. Thus, by the method 


1146 8,3. 


122 BOOK Vil: CHAP. 1: § 5 


οἵ τὸ διαπορῆσοι {τε διεβελϑεῖν ris dmopias, see Bonitz, Met. p. 137), 
the moralist hits upon the distinctions and ideas (together with the 
terminology to express them) which bring light and order into the 
rough material of popular opinion. These distinctions and Ideas 
are not likely to be fanciful and arbitrary, for they have been 
forced upon the moralist by a careful study of the intricacies of his 
subject-matter. They will be οἰκεῖοι λόγοι τοῦ πρόγματοε (sce Κ΄, E 
i, 6. 1217 a. 9). In other words—j λύσις τῆς ἀπορίας εὕρεσίς ἐστεν, 
‘As most ἀπυρίαι are largely due to the ambiguities of common 
language, an important part of the method of τὸ διαπορῇσαι is to 
distinguish τὸ πλευναχῶρ λεγόμενα, Thus, in Zop. i. 13. τοῦ ἃ. 21 
this is given as the second of the four parts into which the method 
of dialectical enquiry is divided—ra δὲ ὄργανα δι᾽ ὧν εὐπορήσομεν viv 
συλλογισμῶν ἐστὶ τέτταρα' ty μὲν τὸ προτάσεις λαβεῖν δεύτερον δὲ τὸ 
ποσαχῶν ἕκαστον λέγεται δύνοσθοι διελεῖν" τρίτον δὲ τὸ τὰς διωφορὸν εὑρεῖν, 
τέταρτον δὲ ἡ τοῦ ὁμοίου σκέψιε. The method sketched in the above 
passage, and fully explained in 70, i. chapters τ4-τϑ, i indicated in 
the section before us (Z, JV. vii. 1. 5), and followed, though not very 
systematically, in the enquiry prosecuted in 4. JV. vii. chapters 110, 
In the section before us, τιθέντας τὰ φαινόμενα answers to τὸ προτάσεις 
λοβᾶν: and τὸ δεικνύναι τὰ ἔνδοξα (resulting from τὸ διαπορῆσυ!) 
corresponds to the εὐπορία effected by the detection of ambiguities 
(σὸ ποσυχῶν ἕκοστον λέγεται δύνασθωι διελεῖν), by the observation of dis 
tinctions which had been overlooked (τὸ rir διαφορὰε αὑρεῖνλ, and by 
the survey of the subject as a connected whole (ἡ τοῦ ὁμοίου σεὄψεε), 
which the detection of ambiguities and the observation of distinc» 
tions render possible, 

The value attached by Aristotle to τὸ διαπορῆσαι καλῶς is well 
set forth in the following passage, Afe/. B. 1.995 ἃ. 24 506.---᾿ ᾿Ανάγκη 
pie τὴν ἐπιζητουμένην ἐπιστήμην ἐπελθεῖν ἡμᾶς πρῶτον, περὶ ὧν ἀπορῆσαι 
δεῖ πρῶτον ταῦτα δ᾽ ἐστὶν ὅσα re περὶ αὐτῶν ἄλλως ὑπειλήφασί ries, 
«ἂν εἴ τι χωρὶς τούτων τυγχάνοι παρεωραμένον, ἔστε δὲ wis εὐσορῆσαν 
βυυλομένοις προὔργου τὸ διαπορῆσωι καλῶξ᾽ ἡ γὰρ ὕστερον εὐπορία λύσις, 
τῶν πρότερον ὁπορουμένων ἐστί, λύειν δ' οὐκ ἔστιν ἀγνοοῦντας τὸν δεσμάν. 
ἀλλ᾽ ἡ τῆς διανοίας ἀπορία δηλοῖ τοῦτο περὶ τοῦ πράγματον" ff γὰρ ἀπορῶ, 
ταύτῃ παραπλῆσιον πόποιθε τοῖο δεδεμένοι’ ἀδύνατον γὰρ ἀμφοτέρω 
προελθεῖν εἰς τὸ πρόσθεν. διὸ δεῖ τὰς δυσχερείας τεθεωρηκέναι πόσας 
πρότερον, τούτων τε χόριν κοὶ διὰ τὸ τοὺρ ζητοῦνταρ ἄνευ τοῦ διαπορῆσων 
πρῶτον ὁμοίους εἶναι τοῖε ποῖ δεῖ βοδίζειν ἀγνοοῦσι, eat πρὸε τούφοιε οὐδ᾽ 
εἴ πυτε τὸ ζητούμενον εὕρηκεν ἢ μὴ γινώσκειν" τὸ yop τέλος τούτῳ μὲν ob 


οὖ 
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Prov, τῷ δὲ προηγπορηκότι δῆλον, ἔτι δὲ βέλτιον ἀνάγκη ἔχειν πρὸς τὸ 1148 Ὁ, 3. 


κρῆναι τὸν ὥσπερ ἀντιδίκων καὶ τῶν ἀμφισβητούντων λόγων ἀκηκούτα 
πώτων. 


Βεικνόνοι] to establish.” 


τὰ ἔνδοξα Trp. |. τ, 100 a, 29 566..---διωλεκτικὸς δὲ συλλογισμὸς 6 
ἐξ ᾿ϑίξον συλλογιζόμενοι... ἔνδοξα δὲ τὰ δοκοῦντα πᾶσιν ἦ τοῖς 
πλείστοις ἢ τοῖς σοφοῖν' κοἱ τούτοις ἢ τοῖς πᾶσιν ἢ τοῖς πλείστοις ἢ τοῖς 
Ῥάλυττα γνωρίμοις καὶ ἐνδόξοις. 

‘The conditions of moral and political welfare (as distinguished 
from the recondite laws of the physical world) are represented with 
sntistantial accuracy in the common opinions of men; for if 
‘common opinions had misrepresented conditions so essential to its 
survival, the human race must have long ago perished. These 
commen opinions, arbitrary and accidental though they may often 
eem, are really, like the colours of flowers and the markings of 
insects, farts of the rational or ‘noumenal’ world, not mere 
opaque *phenomena’ which hide it from our sight. Hence the 
‘moralist fulfils a function of the first philosophical importance, 
‘when he detects and removes certain obscurities and confusions 
which prevent a connected view of the whole body of experience 
fepresented by ἔνδοξα. 


div yap... . ἱκανῶς] The Ald, Schol, and the Par. take rab. 8. 


δισχερῇ ta mean false ideas—rois λόγους τοὺς μὴ συμβαίνοντας τῇ 
oon Seamed τῶν δοξῶν ἔχοντι ἀληθείαν ravres λαβεῖν, ὅσαι 
εἰσὶ πεπλανημέναι καὶ τῆς ἀληθείας ἔξω ταύταε dom (Ald. Schol.); 
indies τὰ δυσχερῆ cannot mean the rejection of false views, 
‘the reference plainly being to the Mets τῆν ἀπορίας which is εὕρεσιε, 
of εὐπορία, “The δυσχερῇ here are evidently the δυσχέρειαι ΟΥ̓δειτμής 
‘of the passage quoted above, Me, B. 1. 995 a. 24 sqq., ie. the 
cancer Of the various ἀπορίαν, such e.g. a8 the reason why two 
‘ogo, each of which is apparently well-founded in itself, seem 
to contradict and discredit each other. When this reason 
thas been detected, then κατολείπετον τὰ fr8ofa—each of the two 
| trtoga is seen to be true from Its own somewhat different point of 
‘view, and the moralist fulfils his function sufficiently if he states in 
Unambiguous terms the precise sense in which each is true. I 
therefore agree with Grant and Ramsauer, who explain ἐὰν yap 
Moral re τὰ δυσχερῆ aul καταλείπηται τὰ ἔνδοξα in connexion with 


a 
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ras b.6, 2. Δ᾽ vii. 2,12 of μὲν οὖν ἀπορίαι τοιαῦταί τινες συμβαίνουσι, τούτων δὲ 


v8. 


bas, 


b.18, 


τὰ μὲν ἀνελεῖν δῆ τὰ δὲ κοτολιπεῖν᾽ ἡ γὸρ λύσιε τῆς ἀπορῶν εὕρεσίε ἔστιν. 
Here τὰ μὲν ἀνελεῖν and § λύσις τῆν ἀπορίας answer to div λύητοι τὰ 
ϑυσχυρῆ, as these latter words have been explained above; and τὰ 
δὲ καταλιπεῖν answers to καταλείπηται τὰ ἔνδοξα, The words in 
ἘΞ Ν. vii. 2. 12 1 understand to mean that these questions must 
be dealt with on the method of removing difficulties, and so 
leaving the truth (embodied in the ἔνδοξα) plain, 

δεικνύναι and δεδειγμένον seem to be used here rather than the 
compound with die, because the διωλεκτεεὺν συλλυγισμών is distin 
guished from the ἀποδεικτιεὸρ συλλογισμόν by being ἐξ ἐνδόξων, the 
ἀποδεικτικὸς συλλογισμόε being ἐξ ἀληθῶν καὶ πρώτων. See Top. i. 1. 


δξ 6,7] enumerate the φαινόμενα, ἔνδοξο, OF λεγόμενα about 
ἐγκράτεια, ἀκρασία, &c. These ἔνδοξα are generally reduced to six 
(as by the Paraph.), though a more minute division is possible. 
‘The Parnph, has Δοκεῖ δὴ πᾶσιν ἡ ἐγερότεια ἀγαθόν, ναὶ ἡ καρτερία τῶν 
σπουδαίων καὶ τῶν ἐπαινετῶν εἶναι" ἡ δὲ ἀκρασία τοὐναντίον. φοσὶ δὲ περὶ 
τῆν ὀγερατοίαν καὶ ταῦτα πρῶτον μέν, ὅτι ὁ ὀγερατὴς ὁ αὗτόε ἔστι τῷ ἐμμενε- 
τικῷ ἔν τινι λογισμῷ καὶ ἀκινῆτῳ, καὶ ἐγκράτεια τὸ ἐμμένειν τῷ λογισμῷ, ἀκρασία 
δὲ καὶ ἀκρατὴς τοὐναντίον δεύτερον, ὅτι εἰδὼν ὁ ἐγκρατὴς ὅτι φαῦλαι αἱ 
ἐπιθυμίαι, ὀφίσταται τούτων καὶ ἀκολουθεῖ τῷ λόγῳ, ὁ δὲ ἀκρατής, «ide ἅτε 
Φοῦλα πράττεν, διὰ τὴν ἡδονὴν ad πείθεται τῷ λόγῳ τρίτον, ὅτε καὶ ὦ 
σώφρων ἐγκρατής ἐστι καὶ καρτερικός, καὶ ὁ ἀκύλαστον τοὐνωντέον' τέταρτον, 
ὅτι «αὶ πᾶς ἐγκρανὴν σώφρων᾽ Trios δὲ ὁμοίων eal τὸν depart πάντο ἀκόλαστον, 
αὶ τὸν ἀκόλαστον ἀκρατῆ εἶναί φασιν" ἄλλοι δὲ διαφέρειν ἀλλήλων" πέμπτον, 
ὅτι ἐνδέχεται φρόνιμον καὶ δεινὸν ὄντα καὶ ἀκρατῇ εἶναι" ἕκτον, ὅτε λέγωται 
ἀερατεῖς ol πρὸν θυμὸν ἐπιρρεπεῖς, καὶ οἱ σφόδρα τιμῆς καὶ κέρδονε ὀρεγόμενοι" 
ταῦτα μὲν οὖν εἰσὶ πάντα σχεδὸν τὰ λεγόμενα περὶ ἐγκρατείας καὶ ἀερασίας᾽. 
ἂν wept ἑκάστου σκεψόμεθα" καὶ πρῶτον περὶ τοῦ πράτουν 

For the various views see the passages quoted by Fritasche and. 
Grant from Xen. Afem. i. δ. δὲ 4.6, 65 iv. 5. δῦ 3-7 
Plato, Gorg. 491 D; Rep. iv. 430 ἘΠ Legg. ix. 869 
Demon, pu 6 ὁ ἐφ᾽ ὧν κρατεῖσθαι τὴν ψυχὴν οἱσχρόν, τούτων ἐγκράτειαν ἄσκεν, 
πάντων, κέρδους, ὀργῆς, ἡδονῆς, λύπης. 


8 6. of B οὗ] se, they regard ἐγκράτεια as ἃ term of wider extent 
than σωφροσύνη, 


8:7. φρονίμους ὄντας καὶ Beavods] τὸ καὶ ἀντὶ τοῦ ἤτοι (Ald. 


ill 
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Schol.). It is because they confound φρόνησις and dewdrns (sce #. NV. 1146 Ὁ.18. 


‘vi. 12, 9 for the difference), that they can, with any plausibility, 
speak of the dpémpor as sometimes ἀκρατήν. In the words καὶ 
δεινοῦς we have thus a good example of the Avow τῆς ἀπορίαν. 


CHAPTER II. 


ARGUMENT, 
Having stated the wievor commonly held, let us west go through the difveuttics 
in them. 


The first difficulty i-—How cam α mau have «right conception,' and yet act 
frcomtireenily against it? His ‘conception, sonte maintain, cannot be‘ trve 
ἀπονελορν ; * true &nowledge’ cannot be dragged about tike a slave hy passion : 
‘Ht war om this ground that Socrates abroleutely denied the existence of inconti- 
mence! or Casting against knowledge of right) holding that ignorance is the 
cause of men's doing what is wrong. This view is plainiyat vartance with ex- 
Perience ; the man who acts incentinentiy is certainly wat *igmoramt’ before he 
Ge ceertaten by passion. Granted that ke becomes ignorant ; but how does he 
Ascome ignorant? By whese fantt ? 

papain, admitting that ‘true knowledge’ cannot be evercomme by passion, 
Gell πὸ thet opinion many ; and that accordingly ‘opinion about what ὦ right" 
ἐν the cansception which epposes itself (wnsuccessfully) το passion in the incon- 
iment man, The objection to this wirws ἐν that by substituting opinion” for 
Nanowledge’ it sets up a weak priuciste against possion ; and if the éxcontinent 
man have “μὴν a weak principle with which ἐσ combat strong desires, he owght 
ἐν be exemaed if they prevail, whereas woe co wot excuse him. 

Then, it may be replied, after the rejeision of huowledse and opinéon, 
prudence remeaine δὲ the opposing *comcepeicn' ; st ix surely a very strong 
Principle. To thie swe hare ἐν τὰν that * prudence’ and " incontinence? are ins 
ccorpatinve ὧν the same charaxter. Low absurd to make the * prudent’ 
wean, whe met oly has all the virtucs, but excreises thene, voluntarily perform 
the worst actions! 

Another point is Comtinence necessarily implies the presence of strong and 
hed desires (hence * temperate’ and ‘continent’ are not convertible terms—the 
Temperate wan Aax ust excessive or bad desires) 3 for ‘continence epposing 
A good desires” wowld met be good, and opposing weak desires, ἐξ would mat be the 
great and moble qrality thet it is, 

If comtinerce ἐν ating ἐν any opinion —falve as well as true—te wilt 
pomatioaes ἐφ ἃ bad thing ; end if incontinence is falling avoay from any opinion, 
there will be a good hind of incontinence, like that of Neoptolemur, wher be dik 
a a is, Beoase it gave thins pain to have to 

it, 
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Other difficulties—and hard ones te sshve—ave set forth im the fallessing 
sophirtical anguments— 

(1) 274 weak incontinent man is only stupid and ignorant enough, he ta 
virtuous character, for his opinions are wrong and he has mat strength of will 
τὸ act om thes, but éncenstinently does what ἐν right, 

(2) The man who purrucs pleasure deliberately, comvinced that ἐν ἐγ as 
to 30, fr a better character than the man who docs 10 from incontinence, aed 
acause he ds convinced that ἐμ is right, The former may change his tes) 
conviction for a truc one—come ἐν betieve that ἐ és wrong ἐν mvake possure his 
end—and then he will be ἃ reformed character ; whereas the batter—the ircim- 
Ainent man—cannet change Mis conviction for a better : he already heliewer that 
Ait actions are wrong, but he nevertheless gvas on performing thers 5 he ἐν ax 
full of seund kavwledge as a drowhing mean is of water ; and ἐξ docs him mo 
‘gvod. Lis case hls hopeless. 

Lastly, what is the strict sense of the term * incontinent’ t 

These, then, are the difficulties ; we must now try 10 ts remave them ax ἐδ 
Leave the truth bare ; for it is in the resoiution of difficulties that diceroury 
consists, 

2145b.21, § 1.) This § introduces the discussion of the ἀπορίαι involved in 
the view ὁ μὲν deparie εἰδὼς ὅτι φαῦλα πρόττει διὰ πάθοε κατὰ, ch. 1, 
ξ 6. 1145 b. 12. Zell, Fritzsche, and Grant quote Plato, Pratay. 
352 B, a passage which the present writer evidently had in his 
mMind—Boxe δὲ τοῖς πολλοῖς περὶ ἐπιστήμην τοιοῦτόν τι" ote ἰσχυρὸν οὐδ᾽ 
ἡγεμονικὸν οὐδ' ἀρχικὸν εἶναι, οὐδὲ dos περὶ τοιούτου αὐτοῦ Svror διανοοῦνται, 
ἀλλ', ἐνούσης πολλάκι ἀνθρώπῳ ἐπιστήμης, οὐ τὴν ἐπιστήμην αὐτοῦ ἄρχεων, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἄλλο σι, τοτὲ μὲν θυμόν, τοτὲ δὲ ἡδονῆν, τοτὲ δὲ λύπην, ἐνίοτε δὲ 
ἔρωτα, πολλάκις δὲ φόβον, ἐτεχνῶρ διανοούμενοι περὶ τῆς ἐπιστήμης, ὥσπερ 
περὶ ἀνδραπόδον, περιελκομένη ὑπὸ τῶν ἄλλων ἁπάντων, 

πῶς ὑπολαμβάνων ὀρθῶς ἀκρατεύεταί τις] ‘how it is possible to 
have an ὀρθὴ ὑπόληψις and yet act incontinently,’ or * what is meant 
by the ὀρθὴ ὑπόληψιν of the deparis.’ Ὑπόληψι ia the generic term, 
including both ἐπιστήμη and δόξα (see note on vi, 3. 1b, 17), Hence 
the writer goes on—dmordpevoy μὲν οὖν ard. and (§ 4) ἀλλὰ μὴν 
εἴγε δόξα κτλ. 

5. 34. αὐτήν] This is the reading of Kb and NC accepted by Rassow, 
Susemihl, and Bywater, instead of αὐτόν given by Bekker and 
Ramsauer, Rassow advocates αὐτήν as follows (Forsch. p. 63}— 
“Fir αὐτόν giebt K αὐτὴν. Diese Lesart verdient den Vorzug, 
theils wegen der platonischen Stelle, die Aristoteles im Sinne hat, 
Protag. p. 352 B (Ke. διανοούμενοι περὶ τῇε ἐπιστήμης, ὥσπερ περὶ 
ἀνδραπόδον, περιελκομένηφ), theils weil es am Schluss des vierten 

Capitels (vii. 3. 14) heist: οὐ yip τῆς κυρίως ἐπιστήμης εἶναι Borotons 


5 | 
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πορούσην itera τὸ πάθος, οὐδ᾽ αὕτη περιΐλανται διὰ τὸ πάθος, ἀλλὰ τῆν 1148 b. 84, 


7 Ramsauer, reading αὐτάν, explains—‘quem scientia 
Tiberum et quasi dorninum reddidit,’ I think that this is a very 
strong defence of αὐτόν : cf. Xen. Mem. i. 5. § 3 ἀλλὰ μὴν εἴ γε 
μηδὲ δοῦλον ἀερατὴ δεβαίμεδ᾽ ἄν, mis ole ἄξιον αὐτόν ye φυλάξασθαι 
τωιοῦνον γενέσθοι. 


Σωκράτης μὲν γὰρ ὅλως, . . ἀλλὰ δι ἄγνοιαν “ Socrates indeed b. 28. 


Ὥχας ῬΑ Ηρ τὰ αἰσχρὰ εἰδότα Aeeueaer eae καὶ σώφρονα 
ἔκρινε. Προσερωτώμενοε δέ, εἰ τοὺν ἐπισταμένου μέν, ἃ δεῖ πρόττειν, 
ποιοῦντας δὲ τἀναντία, σοφούε re καὶ ἐγκρατεῖε εἶναι νομίζοι; Οὐδέν ye 
μᾶλλον, ἔφη, ἢ ἀσόφους τε καὶ ἀκρατεῖς, πάντας γὸρ οἶμαι προαιρουμένους 
de τῶν ὡιδιχομένων͵ ἃ ἂν οἴωνται συμφορώτατα αὐτοῖα εἶναι, τοῦτα πράττειν. 
ψορίζων οὖν rode μὴ ὀρθῶς πράττοντας, οὔτε σιφοὺς οὔτε σώφρονας εἶναι, 
“Ἔφη δὲ cad τὴν δικαιοσύνην καὶ τὴν ἄλλην πᾶσαν ὀρετὴν σοφίαν εἶναι, τά 
τε γὰρ δίκαια wa) πώντο, ὅσα ἀρετῇ πρόττεται, κιλά τε καὶ ἀγαθὰ εἶναι" 
καὶ οὔτ᾽ ἂν τοὺς ταῦτα εἰδόταν ἄλλο ἀντὶ τούτων οὐδὲν προιλέσθαι, οὔτε τοὺς 
μὴ ἐπισταμένους δύνασθαι πράττειν, ἀλλὰ καί, ἐὰν ἐγχειρῶσιν, ἁμαρτάνειν. 
οὗτω κοὶ τὰ καλά τε καὶ ἀγαθὰ τοὺς μὲν σοφοὺς πράττειν, τοὺς δὲ μὴ 
φοφοὺν ob δύνοσθαι, ἀλλὰ καὶ, ἐὰν ἐγχειρῶσιν, ἀμαρτόνειν. ἐπεὶ οὖν τά τὰ 
Φίασια καὶ τὰ ἄλλα καλά τε ech ἀγαθὰ πάντα ἀρετῇ πράττετοι, δῆλον εἶναι. 
ὅτι καὶ δικαιοσύνη κοὶ ἡ ἄλλη πᾶσα ἀρετὴ συφία ἐστί. Cf. Plato, Prolag. 
352 Ὁ 4p οὖν καὶ σοι τοιοῦτόν τι περὶ aire δοκεῖ, ἢ καλόν τε εἶναι ἡ 
ἐπιστήμη, καὶ οἷον ἄρχειν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ; καὶ ἐάν περ γιγνώσκῃ τις τἀγαθὰ 
καὶ εὰ κικά, μὴ ἂν κρατηϑῆνωι ὑπὸ μηδενός, ὥστε ἄλλ’ ἅττα πράττειν ἡ ἃ 
ἂν ἐπιστήμη κελεύοι, ἀλλ᾽ ἱκανὴν εἶναι τὴν φρόνησιν βοηθεῖν τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ; 
αὶ δοκεῖ, ἔφη, ὥσπερ σὺ λέγειτ, ὦ Σώκρατεν, καὶ dua, εἴπερ τῳ ἄλλῳ, 
αἰσχρόν ἐστι καὶ ἐμοὶ σοφίαν καὶ ἐπιστήμην μὴ οὐχὶ πάντων κράτιστον 
(ae πραγμάτων. Καλῶς ye, ἔφην ἐγώ, σὺ λέγων 
καὶ ἀληϑῆ, οἶσθα οὖν ὅτι οἱ πολλοὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων ἐμοί te καὶ σοὶ οὐ 
πείροντοι, ἀλλὰ πολλούς φασι γιγνώσκονταρ τὰ βέλτιστο οὖκ ἐθέλειν mpdr- 
τῶν, ἐξὸν αὐτοῖε, ἀλλὰ ἄλλα πράττειν. Cf. Δ. ΔΙ; ἢ. 6. 1200 b. 25 

μὲν οὖν ὁ πρεσβύτης ' ἀνήρει ὅλως καὶ οὐκ ἔφη ἀκρασίαν εἶναι, 


* Of B.Bi.§. 1216.3 and Friteiche's note. Πρεσβύτην is a term of honour, 
and does not distinguish a senior from a junior Socrates, 


μα 
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1456.20, λύγων ὅτι οὐθεὶς εἰδὼν τὰ κακὰ ὅτι κοκά εἶσιν Thou ἄν; ὁ δὲ depanie Bondi, 
εἰδὼς ὅτι φαῦλα εἰσίν, αἱρεῖσθαι ὅμως, ἀγόμενος ὑπὸ τοῦ widovs, διὰ δὲ 
τὸν τοιοῦτον λόγον οὐκ Ger’ εἶνοι ἀκρασίαν" ob δὴ ὀρθῶι. ἄτοπον γὰρ τῷ 
λόγῳ τούτῳ πεισθέντας ἀναιρεῖν τὸ πιθανῶς γινόμενον" ἀκρατεῖς γὸρ αἰσὶν: 
ἄνθρωποι, cad αὐτοὶ εἰδότες ὅτι φαῦλα ὅμως ταῦτα πράττουσιν. 


Ὁ. 30, ὑπολαμβάνοντα] Spengel (Arist. Siudiem p. 45) would insert 
ὀρθῶς before ὑπολαμβάνοντα, Rassow. (Forsch. p. 126) thinks that 
there is nothing to prevent ὑπολαμβάνων standing alone, ax εἰδῶν #0 
often does. 1 agree with Rassow, 


ν 97. § 2% οὗτος μὲν οὖν 6 λόγος κτλ] The view of Socrates (οὗτον ὁ 
λόγοτ) conflicts with τὰ ἔνδοξα, but, as Socrates is a great man, we 
must treat his ϑέσιε, or παράδοξον, respectfully, and enquire how the 
ἄγνοια, by which he explains away ἀκρασία, ‘comes on’ {γίνεται 
b. 29—see Grant ad doc.) It is evidently not a chronic state of 
ignorance, but an ignorance which ‘comes on’ like sleep or 
drunkenness (see #. NV. vil, 3. 7), for the dxparje is not ‘ignorant” 
before he is tempted. 


b. 88. καὶ δέον ζητεῖν περὶ τὸ πάθος, εἰ δι᾽ ἄγνοιαν, τίς ὃ τρόπος γίνεται. 
τῆς ἀγνοίας] Bywater suggests in his note ad loc, (of: Comtribwtiome 
P 53) that perhaps γίνεται should be inserted after δῶν, and 
omitted after tpéroe. There seems to be some doubt about the use 
Of δὲων (¢.¢. δέον ἐστί, a8 distinguished from δέον the ace. abs., which 
is common) = Mi: see Index Arist. 8. v. dav: in BLN. ii, γι αν 
1107 ἃ, 32—mepl γὰρ τὰ καθ᾽ ἕκαστα οἱ πράξεις, δέον δ᾽ ἐπὶ τούτων 
συμφωνεῖν. ληπτέον οὖν τοῦτα ἐκ τῆν διαγροφῆς.--- ΚΡ omits οὖν. If 
the doubt is sufficient to recommend ἃ change of the text here 
(vii. 2. 2. rags Ὁ, 28), [ think that it would be simpler to read δέοι 
ἂν for dow, than to suppose that γίνεται has been displaced, 


b.30. οὖκ οἴεταί γε] Afier ye NC and Ald. insert δεῖν πράττειν ἃ 
These words must, at any rate, be understood: οἰ Σ᾿ Δ΄, vil. 9. 6 
ἀμφότεροι δὲ τὰ σωματικὰ ἡδέα διώκουσιν, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μὲν wal οἰόμενον δεῖν, ὁ δ΄ 
ole οἰόμενον - EL. ii. 7. 1223 b. 8 τὸ γὰρ παρ᾽ ὃ οἴοται βέλτιστον εἶναι, 
πράττειν δὲ ἐπιθυμίαν ἀκρατεύεσθαί ἔστιν : E, N,v. 9.6 Βούλεται οὐδὰφ 
ὃ μὴ οἴεται «lvoe σπουδαῖον, & τε ἀκρατὴς οὐχ ἃ οἴατοι δεῖν πράττειν πράττεις, 


b.3a, 8.8. τὸ δὲ μηθένα πράττειν παρὰ τὸ δόξαν βέλτιον οὔχ Seeysiow] 
‘Theirargument falls back on the ‘uncertainty of &4ga’—a 
place of Greck philosophy. They argue that, because tage ia 20 20% 


Ε «εἰ 
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‘80 ‘ certain,’ it is not so ‘ strong” as ἐπιστήμη---ἃ picce of reasoning 1245 b. 99- 


Gispoted of below Α΄. ΔΊ, vii. 3. 4 ἔνιοι γὰρ πιστεύουσιν οὐδὲν ἧττον ole 
δοξάζουσιν ἢ ὅτεροι οἷς ὀπίσταντοι" δηλοῖ δ' ᾿Ηράκλειτοι. 
δόξα is not so ‘certain’ as ἐπιστήμη, because the ὑπολήψεις of the 
δοξάζον are not about things taken in connexion with their causes, 
as the ὑπολήψεις of the ἐπιστάμενος are. The truest ὑπολήψεις of the 
δυξάζων are apt to run away like slaves, and leave him, because they 
are not bound by chains of reasoning to their causes. Ὁ ὀρθῶς 
δοξάζων hgs, in short, “empirical,” as distinguished from ' scientific’ 
‘This is how the ‘uncertainty’ of δόξα is represented 
in the Mme 97D. Elsewhere Plato describes the " empirical’ 
character of the knowledge of the δοξάζων by making τὸ μεταξὺ τοῦ 
a οί Gros the object of δόξα: sce Bonitz, Aes. p. 4τ1--- 
δέξαν, α scientia Plato, fortasse secutus Parmenidem, 
is distinxtt, ut quomodo generatio medium inter ens et non-ens 
Tocum habet, ita δόξω medium quidpiam sit inter scientiam rei et 
ignorantiam, ¢f Conviv, 202 a ἔστι δὲ δήπου τοιοῦτον ἡ ὀρθὴ δόξα, 
μεταξὺ ἁμαθίας καὶ φρονήσεως : de Rep. ν, 477 a οὐκοῦν ἐπεὶ ἐπὶ μὲν τῷ 
ὄντι γνῶσιε ἦν, ἀγνωσία δ᾽ ἐξ ἀνόγκης ἐπὶ μὴ ὄντι, ἐπὶ τῷ μεταξὺ τούτων 
μεταξύ τε καὶ ζητητέον ἀγνοίας ve κοὶ ἐσιστήμηρ, εἴ τι τυγχάνει ὃν τοιοῦτυν κα 
μάν μὲν οὖν. “Ap οὖν λέγομέν τε δόξαν εἶναι; πῶς γὰρ οὕ; Theaet. 190 
ἃ, Soph, 263, Phileb, 37 a. Idem discrimen Ar, exponit An. post, 
1. 28 80 a. 2 λείπετοι δόξαν εἶναι περὶ τὸ ἀληθὲς μὲν καὶ ψεῖδος, ἐνδεχό- 
μενον δὲ καὶ ἄλλως ἔχειν--- τε γὰρ δόξα ἀβέβαιον, καὶ ὁ φύσις ἡ τοιαύτη---- 
ὧν τοῦ μὲν τοιοῦτον δόξον οὖσαν, τοῦ δ᾽ ἀναγκείου ἐπιστήμην" : cf. also 
Bonitz, ft p. 142 ‘vocabulo δόξα. , opinandi naturam incertam 
εἴ inconstantem nolat [Arist.], quae fere est vis bujus vocabull ubi 
ἐπεστήρῳ Opponitur,” 


$4] Cf MM. ii, 6. 1200 Ὁ, 38 ἀλλ' dpa γε ἐπιστήμη μὲν of, b. 36, 


δόξω δὲ; GAN? εἰ δόξαν ἔχει ὁ ἀκρατήε, οὐκ ἂν εἴη ψεκτός. εἰ γὰρ φαῦλόν 
τε Ξράττει μὴ ἀκριβῶς εἰδὼς ἀλλὰ δοβάζων, συγγνώμην ἂν τις ἀποδοίη mpor~ 
᾿δίσθωι 15 ἡδονῇ ani: πρᾶξαι τὰ φαῦλο, μὴ ἀκριβῶς εἰδότα ὅτι [οὐ] φαῦλα 
εἰσίν, ἀλλὰ δοβάζοντο" ols δὲ γε συγγνώμην ἔχομεν, τούτου οὐ ψέγομεν". 
ὥστε ὁ depariie, εἴπερ δόξαν ἔχει, ode ἔσται ψεκτός, ἀλλ' ἔστιν ψυκτόε. 


$5. φρονήσεως ἄρα ἀντιτεινούσης; αὕτη γὰρ ἰσχυρότατον] Tf an 1148 a. 4. 


praia ὑπόλγψιε cannot, consistently with the circumstance that he 

ἐδ ψεατόε, be ascribed to the dxparjr, it follows then that an ἰσχυρὰ 

teAmpic must be ascribed to him. Such is Ppémow—aien γὰρ, 

ἐσχυρέτατον: of BE. Ἡ, 13. 1246 Ὁ. 34 τὸ Σωκρατικὸν ὅτι οὐδὲν. 
FOL. te x 


180 BOOK Vil: CHAP. 3: 5. 


1140 6, 4, ἰσχυρότερον φρονήστω». It is to be remarked, however, that, for 


a5, 


a8 πρότερον] 


those who take their stand on the Socratic οὐδὲν ἐσχυρότεραν φρονῇς. 
σεως, the position φρονήσεως ἀντετείνουσης is really identical with the 
position ἐπιστήμην dvovene (§ x). ‘Those who take their stand on the 
Socratic οὐδὲν ἐσχυρότνρον dpewjaroe evidently do not distinguish 
between ἐπεστήμη and φρόνησις, Aristotle and bis school, however, 
distinguish between them; and the reasoning by which the present 
writer refutes the position φρονήσεως Apa ἀντετεινούσης involves the 
special connotation which he attaches to φρόνησις as 
different from ἐπιστήμη. The words avrq γὰρ ἰσχυρότατον (§ 5), 
therefore, representing as they do the extreme Socratic position, are 
somewhat startling, as put in the mouths of persons who depart 
from that position (τὰ μὲν συγχωροῦσι τὰ δ' of § 3), and try to explain 
ἀκρασία by distinguishing φρόνησιν from ἐπιστήμῃ, and that too ina 
list which corresponds exactly with the Aristotelian division of 
τὸ νοεῖν, oF ὑπόληψις, IMO ἐπιστήμη, δόξα, φρόνησις, a8 given in de 
An. ii. 3. 427 Ὁ. 9 τὸ νοεῖν ἐν ᾧ ἐστὶ τὸ ὀρθῶς καὶ τὸ μὴ ὀρθῶν" τὸ pie 
γὰρ ὀρθῶς φρόνησερ καὶ ἐπυστήμη καὶ δόξα ἀληθήε' τὸ δὲ μὴ ὀρθῶς lew 
ria τούτων: and 427 Ὁ. 24 εἰσὶ δὲ καὶ αὐτῆς rhe ὑπολήψεωε (ef. the wis’ 
ὑπολαμβάνων ὀρθῶς of EV. vil, 2. 1) διαφοραὶ ἐπιστήμη καὶ δόξα καὶ 
φρόνησις col τὸ ἐναντία τούτων, The Paraphrast sees that the writer 
is conducting his opponents through a formal list: he says éwet δὲ 
οὔτε δόξα ἐστὶν ἡ γνῶσις τοῦ dxparuis οὔτε ἐπιστήμη, δοκεῖ φράνησεε φἴναι" 
αὕτη γὰρ λείπεται, καὶ ἐστὶν ἰσχνρὰ γνῶσις, 

ἀλλ᾽ ἄτοπον" ἕσται γὰρ ὁ αὐτὸς ἅμα φρόνιμος καὶ ἀκρατής] Afier 
all, the position which the writer takes up here—that the dpdmpor 
cannot be dxparije—does not differ essentially from that of Socrates 
τ οὐθένο ὑπολαμβάνυντα πράττειν παρὼ τὸ βέλτιστον, ἀλλὰ δὲ Fyrom 
for φρόνησιν is an ἀληθὴς ὑπόληψιε (EW. vi. 9. 1) involving the 
possession (and exercise) of all the virtues—dua yap τῇ φρονήσει μιᾷ, 
ὑπαρχούσῃ πᾶσαι ὑπάρξονσιν αἱ ἀρεταί. ‘The ἀλλὰ δέ’ ἄγνοιαν of the 
Socratic position means that the ἀληθὴς ὑπόληψις, which Aristotle 
equally with Socrates regarded as incompatible with ἀκρασία, is 
absent. 


NV. vi. 7-7 (spaxrusis='one who tends to per= 
form good δι ‘vi. 8. 8 (τῶν ἐσχάτων rue=" one concerned — 
with particulars '}—vi, 13. Ὁ (τὰς ἄλλας ἔχων ἀρετάς τε" one who has 

all the virtues"), Rassow (Forsch. p. 127) points out that the 
words καὶ τὸς ἄλλαε ἔχων ἀρετάς do not belong to the causal clause 
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τῶν γὸρ ἐσχάτων mis, which he accordingly (followed by Susemih! 1146 «. 8, 
and Bywater) makes parenthetical. It is inserted to explain pac 
τοκόν: off EN. vi. 8. 8 τοῦ γὰρ ἐσχάτου ἐστίν, ὥσπερ εἴρηται: τὸ γὸρ 

τοιοῦτον, 


qua 
Perhaps we ought to read deri for rw 1146 a. 9. 


$E οὐκ ἔσται ὁ σώφρων ἐγκρατὴς οὐδ᾽ ὁ ἐγκρατὴς σώφρων] ( a 10. 
ἜΝ. vii. 1. 6 κὰὼὰ τὸν σώφρονα μὲν ἐγεματῇ καὶ καρτερικόν, τὸν δὲ 
| πριοῦτον οἱ μὲν πάντα σώφρονα οἵ δ᾽ of, 


τὸ ὅγαν} The Ald. Schol. seems to have read τὸ ἄγεσθαι, His «. 18. 

y version is—é γὰρ σώφρων οὐδ᾽ ὅλως ἔχει αἰσχρὸν ἡδονὰν ἐπηρεάζνυσαι. 
sine, ἀλλὰ τοῦ λόγου προυτάσαοντοι δεῖν ἀπέχεσθαι τῶν αἰσχρῶν ἡδονῶν, 
© εἰδῶν ἔχει τὴν ἐπιθυμίαν ἐπωκολουθοῦσαν αὐτῷ, καὶ μένει ἠρεμῶν" οὐ γὰρ 
Fam σώφρονος ἐστὶ τὸ ἄγεσθαι, ἢ τὸ wodquie dae ὑπὸ αἰσχρῶν ἡδονῶν καὶ 
| ἐσχυρῶν. The Paraphrast Heliodorus may also have τορι ἄγεσθαι ε 
Ϊ δὲ ϑεγν- -εἰ δὴ ὁ σώφρων foros ἐγερατὴς ἔξει φαύλαν ἐπιθυμίαν sal ἰσχνράε" 
| ὅπερ δεντίαν ἐστὶ τῷ λόγῳ rie σωφροσύνην ἐν γὰρ τῷ ἔπεσθαι τὰς 
I ἐπιθυμίαι τῷ λόγῳ ἡ σωφροσύνη οὐ συνίσταται, Cf BLN. vi 9. 6 6 τε 

γὰρ ἐγκρατὴς οἷος μηδὲν παρὰ τὸν λόγον bcd τὰς σωματικὰν ἡδονὰς ποιεῖν καὶ 
|B σώφρων, ἀλλ᾽ ὃ μὲν ἔχων 8 δ' ode ἔχων φαύλαε ἐπιθυμίαι, καὶ ὃ μὲν 
᾿Ο χονοῦτον οἷον μὴ ἥδεσθαι παρὰ τὸν λόγον, ὃ δ᾽ οἷος ἥδεσθαι ἀλλὰ μὴ ἄγεσθαι. 
| The blunder of the Ald. Schol. may perhaps be due to a confused 
recollection of this use of τὸ Spates, “Ayaw is certainly right here, 
although this is the only place in the Aristotelian corpus given by 
the Index Aritt. for its use, with the article, as a substantive. 


pa piv δεῖ γε] the ἐγκρατής must have strong and evil 
desires: of. M.A. ii 6, 1201 2. τα εἰ μὲν οὖν ἔσται ἐγκροτῆε, opodpae 
eon ἐπιθυμίας, The ἐγκρατής differs from the σώφρων in 
having strong and evil desires—in being strongly tempted by τὰ μὴ 
‘ia: and that the desires of the ἐγκρατής must necessarily 
Mi μὴν δῖ 9x) be strong and evil is plain; for otherwise it would 
that ἐγεράτεια is not always the good and admirable quality 
oF ‘is supposed to be. 

‘This ἀπορία is solved at the beginning of chap. 9, where It αι 16. 


ΠῚ out that it i» not ‘any opinion’—niv déga—which the 
‘sticks to and the ὀκρατήε abandons, but ' the true opinion ’— 


tage. 
"The Paraphrast Heliodorus, following the order in which the 
a ed ati ag 1. §§ 6 and 7, gives his version 
Ka 
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1146 a. 10. of vil, 2. §§ 7-10 ἄλλα πράττει 1146 Ὁ, τ (answering to vil 1, 6 καὶ, 


% 31. § 8. ἔτι ὁ σοφιστικὸς λόγος [ψευδόμενος] ἀπορία! ψευδόμενοι has 


ὁ οὐτὸς ἐγκρατής . . , ἐκστατικὸς τοῦ λογισμοῦ) first, then proceeds to 
give his version of vii. 2. §§ 1-6, and ends with vil. 2, τ ὅτι ef περὶ, 
πάντα. «, ἁπλῶν. | 

Neonrddepos] See Soph. Piiloci., especially 54-122, Ὅν | 
Ge persuades Neoptolemus to deceive Philoctetes, and 
895-916, where Neoptolemus tells Philoctetes the truth. Gf 
ELN. νὰ, 9. 4- 


given much trouble to the commentators, T agree, however, with 
Rassow (Forsch. p. 127) and others that it is merely a dittograph 
Of ψευδόμενος in the line above, and ought to be expunged from the 
text, There are insuperable objections to supposing, with Fritzsche, 
a reference to the logical fallacy, 6 ψευδόμενοι, mentions, associated 
with the name of Fubulides the Megarian, the formula of which ix 
given by Aul. Gell. xviii 2 Cum mentior et me mentiri dico, 
mentior an verum dico?? As Rassow remarks (p. 127), the 
article is indispensable before ψευδόμενος if the mentiens is to be 
understood ; also, instead of συμβαίνει ἔκ τινος λόγου § au 1146 8.27) 
we should require ἔκ τούτου τοῦ λόγου : and lastly, the argument 
which proves that ἡ ἀφροσύνῃ μετὰ ἀκρασύαε ἀρετή is mol the menfiews. 
If retained, ψενδόμενος must be taken, as by Zell, to be ἃ predicate 
qualifying ὁ σοφεστικὰς Aiqos—* Again, there is the sophistical argu 
ment which causes difficulty by conducting people to a false com- 
clusion’; and Grant's very ingenious comparison with Sop. EP 5. 
165 Ὁ. 12 may be accepted— Supposing,” says Grant, *that ψευδέν 
μένος be allowed to stand, we must interpret it in a logical sense, 
not as if it had anything to do with the fallacy of Eubulides, “Th 
explanation of it is to be found in the Soph. Eiench. of Aristotle 
iii, 1-2, where it is said that the aims of the Sophists and Eristics 
are five in number, ἔλεγχος καὶ ψεῦδοε κοὶ παράδοξον καὶ piers 
(making one talk bad grammar) καὶ πέμπτον τὸ ποιῆσαι, 
(making one repeat the same thing over and over)... 
‘pip προαιροῦντωι φαίνεσθαι ἐλέγχοντεεν δεύτερον δὲ ψευδόμενάν te δεμένοι, 
τρίτον aie παράδοξον ἄγειν «7X, Tn the above passage we see that 
the writer has brought together two of these separate terms, speak- 
ing of παράδοξω ἐλέγχειν. It is possible that he may also have 
* For this fallacy see also Ritter and Preller, ἀγών, PRL § 233 Eebulicles, 
and Ucherwes’s Legs, Engl. Trans, pp. 244-247. a 
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qualified the “ sophistical reasoning” with another of these logical 2146 «af. 
formulac.’ 


παράδοξ, . . αἰλέγχειν] ‘to refute by means of parndoxical con- a, 99, 
clusions’ ‘The Elenchus,’ says Grote (4 σήν, ἢ, 69), “is a syllogism 
‘with a conclusion contradictory to, or refutative of, some enunciated 
thesis or proposition {ἔλεγχον δὲ συλλογισμὸς μετ᾽ ἀντιφάσεως τοῦ συμ- 
περάσματος Siph. El. 1. 165 2. 2). «. the Sophistical Flenchus 
or Refutation being a delusive semblance of refutation, which 
imposes on ordinary men, and induces them to accept it as real.’ 


δέδεται γὰρ ἡ διάνοια] The editors compare Mes. I. 1. 995 a. 24. 
&. 24 Sqq. quoted above in note on vii. 1. 5. 1145 b. 2 


εἷς ἔκ τινος λόγου i.e. ὁ σοβιστικὸς Adyor mentioned above a 27. 
88. 


‘Sections § and 9, in their connexion, may be paraphrased thus— 
* Again, there is the sophistical argument which gets some people 
into a difficulty, by starting from πάσης δύξην ἐκστατικὸν ἧ ἀκρασία 
(δ 7), and conducting them to a false conclusion, which they see 
plainly to be false, and yet cannot refute—I mean the sophistical 
‘argument which proves that ‘folly with incontinence is virtue.’ 

‘This paraphrase, it will be observed, retains ψευδόμενον a, 23 
ἐξ ὃν conducting them to a false conclusion’); but the sense of 
‘the whole passage paraphrased would not be affected if the word 

‘were omitted (and I think it ought to be omitted, as a dittograph) ; 
for the words διὰ γὰρ τὸ παράδοξα κτλ. down to the end of § 8 
“explain the particular ἀπορία produced by the σοφιστικὸν λόγον in 
ἃς that of one who has been entrapped into a conclusion 

“he sees to be false, but cannot refute. 


δ 101 This § contains another σοφιστικὸν Adyor, similar to that a. 81. 
in § 9, and, like it, starti 


Sat STAY eR Reetetadiireny διώκειν 

« ὁ δὲ πότεισται διὰ τὸ τοιοῦτον εἶναι οἷον διώκειν κιτιλι τ vii. 3. 2 ὃ 
pie γὰρ ἄγεται προυιρούμενοτ, νομίζων dei Briv τὸ παρὸν ἡ δ᾽ 
οὐκ οἴεται μέν, διώκει δέ - vil. 9. 6 ὅμοιοι δὲ καὶ ὁ dxparije καὶ ἀκόλαστον, 
ὅτεροι μὲν ὄντες, ἀμφότεροι δὲ τὰ σωματικὰ ἡδέα διώκονσιν, ἀλλ᾽ piv καὶ 
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1146 0. 31, olépevos δεῖν, ὁ δ᾽ οὐκ οἰόμενος. Hence Rassow, Ramsaver, ‘Susemihl, | 
and Bywater, following Kb, ΜΡ, r, omit μή (read by Bekker) before 
ἐπέπειστο 1146 Ὁ, 1, the meaning being—' if the ἀκρατής acted διὰ τὸ 
πεπεῖσθαι or κατὰ τρερνω; instead of acting, as he does, παρὰ 
rpoalperw of οὐκ οἱόμενος δεῖν, then τὸ ματαπεισθῆναι would be possible 
in his cage.” The omission of μὴ before ἐπέπειστο, however, necessi- 
tates the insertion of od (or ἄλλα Ramsaver and Bywater) before 
πεπεισμένος 1146 Ὁ, 2, against all MS. authority, except that followed 
by the Vet, Interp, (Γ), which gives nunc autem non suasus. See 
Rassow (Forsch. p. 64)—'Es scheint mir keinem Zweifel zu unter 
liegen, dass mit den besseren Handschriften dieses Buches (MK), 
die Negation μῆ vor ὀπέπειστο χὰ streichen ist, Frellich ist es dann 
néithig, inden folgenden Worten mit Lambin, νῦν δ' οὗ πυπεισμένος 2u 
schreiben, . . . Die alte Uebersetgung hat die Negation an erster 
Stelle nicht, wohl aber an zweiter: si quidem enim persuasus esset 
qui agit, dissuasus utique quiesceret; nunc autem non suasus nihil 
‘minus tulia agit The difficulties which the omission of μῇ and the 
insertion of οὐ remove are (1) that of having to apply the term 
πεπεισμένυς to the ἀκρατής, in opposition to the usage of vii attested 
by such passages as ch.8, § 4 quoted above; and (2) that of having 
fo understand ἐπέπειστο and πεπεισμένος to imply a right conviction, 
whereas πεπεῖσθαι at the beginning of the § must be understood to 
imply a wrong conviction, Ramsauer’s conjecture (adopted by 
Bywater) viv δὲ ἄλλα πεπεισμένος οὐδὲν ἧττον ἄλλα πράττει (Byw, 
brackets ἄλλα before πράττει) seems to me to labour under the 
‘objection that it does not remove difficulty (r): it still applies to 
the ἀνρατής the epithet πεπεισμένος, which seems in this Book to be 
retained in a technical sense for the ἀεύλαστος alone. But the 
“nunc autem non suasus nihil minus /alia agit’ of the Vet, Interp, 
suggests ἃ reading which, I think, meets the requirements of the 
case. The Vet, Interp. had doubtless before him viv δὲ οὗ πεπεισ-. 
κου οὐδὲν ἧπτον τοιαῦτα πρότεει, Kot τοιωῦτα read τὰ αὐτά, and 
retain οὐ before πεπεισμένος : the meaning being that the ἀκρατᾷς, / 
without τὸ πεπεῖσθαι, commits the same acts a8 the ἀκόλαστος does 
with τὸ πυπεῖσθοι: of. £, NV. vii. 8. 3 οὗ μὴν ἀλλ' ὅμοιάν ye xark wie 
πράξεις xr. It secms to be impossible to decide whether the 
writer of the 37. J/, had the text as given by Bekker(¢. ε. μῇ before 
ἐπέπειστο, and no negative before πεπεισμένοι) or as rendered by the 
Vet, Interp.: see Jf, ML. ii, 6. 1203 a. 6 nérepor δὲ εὐιατότερος, 6 
ἀεόλοστοι ἣ ὁ δερατήε ; οὕτω μὲν οὖν δύξιεεν ἂν lows οὐχ ὁ ἀκρατῆ" ὁ γὰρ 


BOOK Vit: CHAP. 2: § 10. 135 


ἀκόλαστοι etvarirepos εἰ γὰρ αὐτῷ λόγον ἐγγένοιτο ὁ διδάξων ὅτι φαῦλα, 1146 a BL. 


οὐκέτι πράξει" τῷ δέ ye ἀκρατεῖ ὑπάρχει ὁ λόγου, καὶ ὅμως πρύττει, ὥστε ἂν 
ὁ τοιοῦτος δόξειεν ἀνίατος εἶναι". 

As regards the proverb—trav τὸ ὕδωρ πνίγῃ, τί δεῖ drenlvew;—tho 
dedhorror, it is argued, acts from a wrong conviction, which he may 
exchange for a right one, and so become a reformed character: 
‘but the deparje docs not act from conviction, but from passion. It 
is true that he has a right opinion, but it is not capable of in- 
fluencing his conduct : his case is therefore hopeless: the proverb 
‘applies to him—‘ when water sticks in a man’s throat, what can he 
drink to wash it down?” The true opinion of the deparje is in~ 
‘effectual ; and no truer and more effectual one can be found. This 
represents the interpretation of the proverb given by the Ald. Schol., 
‘Stahr, Grant, Peters, and others. Rassow, however (Horsch. p. 65), 
{interprets differently, ‘ Das tertiam comparationis,’ he says, ‘ist die 
Faille, An richtiger Erkenntniss (und diese ist es doch die mit dem 
‘Wasser verglichen wird) fchltes dem Zugellosen nicht, er hat davon 
dic Hille und Fiille, man braucht sie ihm nicht erst beizubringen.’ 
‘Af we accept this interpretation, we may perhaps render the proverb 
— A drowning man doesn’t need more water to drink.’ The 

explanation eaves the sense in which he understood 
the proverb doubt{ul—Ore δὲ ὁ δυνώμενον ἐκστῆνον τῆν δόξην βελτίων τοῦ 
μὴ δυταμένου, δῆλον" ὁ γὰρ τῷ ἡπατῆσϑαι τὰ φαῦλα διώκων, ὅτε νομίζει 
dye εἶνω, βελτίων ἐστὶ τοῦ εἰδότου ὅτε φοῦλο, nui διώκυντον ὁ μὲν γὰμ 
ἡπατημώοε, 


ἱμεταπεισθεὶς δύναται ἀγαθὺς γενέσθαι, ὁ δὲ 81 ἀκρασίαν διώκων, καὶ 
αἰδὼς ὅτε hatha, οὐ δύναται ἑεστῆναι τῶν κακῶν' πῶς γὰρ dv ἑεσταίη, ἐπεὶ 
δὲ Moura μεταπασθήνει; ὃ γὰρ Fee γινόσπειν, οἷδε, καὶ εἰδὼς ἀκρατεύετοι, 
καὶ ἔνοχός ἐστι τῇ παροιμίᾳ, 

"Ὅταν τὸ ὕδωρ πνίγῃ, τί δεῖ ἐπιπίνειν; 

ΔῈ regards the general significance of the §, and its connexion with 
what precedes—tIt is another σοφιστικὸς λόγον, starting, like that 
given in § 9, from the assumption—mndons δύξην ἡ ὀκρασίω ἐκστατικόν, 
‘Ta § 9 it was proved paradoxically that, if the ἀκρατής be dgpor, and 
Ahis 2460s false, hiis actions will be good: in § 10 it is proved para- 
oxically that, if he bave true δόξαι, he is in a hopeless state—he 
“has the best ed δόξαι, but he is too weak to act up τὰ them: 
‘whereas the ἀκύλαστυε, who is not ἐκστατικὸς τῆν δύξης, may, if sup= 


* Bywater (Courib. p 54) thinks that the κοὶ Spar πράττοι of the above 
passage is an coho of ofr πράττει, without the ἄλλα of our MSS, 
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1146 a. 31, plied with true défa, act on them as steadfastly as he now acts om 
his false δύξωι,. The paradox thus established by means of the in~ 
appropriate use of the idea μεταπεισθῆναι in the context is left here 
by the writer unrefuted, as an example of those diffieulties by 
grappling with which ethical theory advances. His answer to it is 
deferred to E. NV, vii. 8. 13 but it may be usefull just now to point 
out the solution naturally suggested by the terms to which the 
difficulty has been reduced, 

‘The point which decides us in favour of the ἀκρατής against the 
ἀκόλαστος ig that the end which the former ignores in his acts is 
good, whereas that which the latter acts up to is bad. ‘The argu- 
ment insists on the point that the ἀκόλαστον follows the recormmen- 
dations of his λόγος, while the ἀκρατήε does not. But we ask, Why 
docs the ἀκόλαστον follow the recommendations of his λόγος ὃ and 
the answer is—because #1 recommends that which # bad, This 
the sophistical argument in 2’ JV. vii. 2. τὸ keeps in the back« 
ground, proceeding to infer that, as the ἀκόλαστος follows reason 
when it recommends the bad, he would follow it with the same stead- 
fastness if it could be made τὸ recommend the good, But the 
truth is that we have not to do here with the reason or under= 
standing, but with the moral character and habits. A false issue is 
raised by assuming that the ἀκόλαστος will yield to arguments 
addressed to his understanding ; and when it is argued that it is 
useless to try to reform the ἀκρατής, because he already knows what 
is right, the possibility of strengthening his moral nature is ignored. 
But this is really the important point. What is represented as 
‘false opinion,’ or ‘ wrong conviction,’ in the ἀκόλαστον, is really an 
inveterate moral blindness and depravity brought on by the repeated 
neglect of that ‘true opinion,’ the possession of which is repre- 
sented as putting the ἀκρατής in such a hopeless position. The 
ἀκώλαστος ‘was once ἀκρατής. His so-called * false opinion * or * 
conviction’ is merely an intensified form of the weakness of the 
ἀκρατὴς, The fallacy of the argument lies in its transformation of 
moral depravity into intellectual error. ‘The intellectual error so- 
called of the ἀκόλαστος is contrasted with the weakness of the 
Axparje: intellectual error, it is argued, may be corrected, but 
weakness such as that of the ἀκρατής cannot be cured, ‘The 
however, is that the so-called intellectual error of the ἀκύλαστοι, 
being really inveterate weakness or utter depravity, is incurable, 
whereas the not yet inveterate weakness of the ἀκρατῆς may be cured: 
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see E,W, vii, 8, 1, where deodacia is compared to a chronic disease, 
and ἀκρασία to a sudden passing seizure: see also ZN, vil. 8. 46 
δὲ (se, ἀκόλαστοι) πέπευσται διὰ τὸ τοιοῦτος εἶναι olvg διώκειν abrds—where 
the ‘conviction’ or ‘opinion’ of the ἀκόλαστον is said to be the 
effect of his depraved moral character. Thus the σοφιστικὸν λόγον of 
Vil. 2, τὸ is guilty of ἃ ὕστερον πρότερον τ it assumes that his ‘can- 
vietion’ or ‘opinion’ is the cause of his bad character—that if we 
could change his ‘opinion’ we should change his character, There 
is nothing more striking in the Aristotelian teaching than its oppo- 
sition to this vulgar assumption. Opinion or Bellef, according ta 
Aristotle, follows conduct—as a man becomes better or worse his 
belief becomes better or worse. The ‘true opinion’ of the deparjs 
Js a favourable symptom so far as it goes, indicating that his 

is not yet utterly ruined : the ‘false opinion’ of the deé- 
Aowror means that his character is utterly ruined; it is a ‘false 
opinion’ which he will always stick 10. 


§ UL ἔτε εἰ περὶ πάντα .,.. τινας ἁπλῶς] If cepacia be mani- 
in ϑυμός, οἵ in relation to κέρδυν, 
OF to τιμῇ, what do we mean when we use the term ἀκρατὴς simply 
{amdée), without adding any such qualification as θυμοῦ or κέρδουεῦ 
‘We must mean that there is a man who is ἀκρατής in some one 
‘special respect not explicitly stated, for we cannot mean that any 
one is ἀερατῆς in all respects together: of the Ald, Schol.—ei περὶ 
'πῶτο, ἤτοι τὰν ϑυμὸν καὶ τὴν τιμὴν καὶ τὸ κίρδυς καὶ ἁπλῶν πορὶ mivra ἧ 
ἐγκράτεια καὶ ἡ ἀερασία κατογίνετοι, ὁ ὁπλῶν ἤτοι ὁ κυρίων ἀκρατὴς ris 
ἔστιν; odes γὰρ ἔχει milous rhe ὀκρασίαε, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μέν ἐστιν ἀκρατὴν θυμοῦ, 
ὁ δὲ ἀερατὴε τιμῆς, ὃ δὲ ἀκρατὴς φιλυχρημοτείαρ, εἰ οὖν ὃ μὲν ἔχοι τήνδε 
ἀκρασίαν Fro τοῦ ϑυμοῦ, ὃ δὲ τήνδε, Kal οὐδεὶς ἔχει πώσαν, λοιπὸν ὁ 
ἀκρατὴς rie ἐστιν" λέγομεν γὰρ ὅτι εἰσί τινες ἁπλῶς ἥτοι κυρίως 
depareis. 

§12)) Sce note on vii, τ. δ, 1145 b. 6. Cook Wilson (Ari. 
Shadies L. pp. 60, 61) thinks that συμβαίνει δὲ μένειν ede ἐναντιώσιε, 
ἐᾶν ἔστι μὲν ὡς ἀληδὲν ἦ τὸ λεγόμενον, ἔστι δ᾽ ὧς of BE, vii, a. τ΄. 
1295 Ὁ. 17, 18, was almost certainly written (by another writer) as 
an elucidation of τὰ δὲ κοταλιπεῖν of EN, vil. 2. 12, ‘which seems 
to have been understood by the author of ZZ. vii. 2, 1 as mean- 
ing that some of the ἀπορίαι must be done away with, and some 
left. ‘The latter expression (καταλιπεῖν) seemed paradoxical in 
connection with the sentence which follows—j yap λύσις τῆς ἀπορίαν 


fi 


1146 SI. 


υ. 3. 


ra 
. 
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146 b. δ. εὕρεσίς ἐστιν, because an aporia consists of opposing opinions 


whose opposition must be somehow overcome: the author of 
&, E, vii 2.4 accordingly wrote the passage συμβαίνει era. to 
explain it— The opposition (éarriwais) must be allowed to stand 
(μένειν), if what is said is true in one sense and not in another.”* 
T think that Cook Wilson's rendering—‘the opposition must de 
allowed to stand’—of the words συμβαίνει δὲ μένειν τὰς ἐναντιώσεις 
places his view of their origin as an explanation of τὰ δὲ καταλιπεῖν. 
in £, Ν', vii. 2, 12 in rather too favourable a light. I take the 
words συμβαίνει δὲ μένειν τὰς ἐναντιώσεις, ££, 1295 b. 17, to mean 
‘if the thing said be true in one sense, and not in another, de 
resulf ἐξ [συμβαίνει) that the opposition of opinion remains un- 
resolved’: #¢. one reason why the opinions opposed in am ἀπορίᾳ, 
remain opposed—why, in short, an ἀπορία is not resolved—is that 
the subject about which the opposite opinions are held has really 
two sides (from one point of view it is true to say this about it, 
and from another point of view that, as ¢.g, about τὸ φιλούμενον), 
but we have not yet succeeded in sAowing that it has two sides— 
in showing that the two opposite views about it are both reasomadiy: 
held (εὐλόγως δοκοῦντα Κ΄, δ΄. 1235 b. 15)—that they do not really 
contradict each other: the whole passage (2. 2. 1235 Ὁ, 13 Sqq-) 
is—rgarfos δὴ τρόποε Sone ἡμῖν ἅμα rd ee δοκοῦντα περὶ τούτω» μάλιστα 
ἀποδώσει, καὶ τὰς ἀπορίας λύσει καὶ τὰς ἐναντιώσεις, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἔσται, de 
εὐλόγων φαίνηται τὰ ἐναντία δυκοῦντα' μάλιστα γὰρ ὁμολογούμενον ὅ 
τοιοῦτον Zora λόγον τοῖς φοινωμένοιε. συμβαίνοι δὲ μένειν rie ἐναντιώσεια, 
diy Tors μὲν ὧι ἀληδὲν ἢ τὸ λεγόμενον, ἔστι δ' ὡς οὔ. Te will be 
observed that I attach importance to the antithesis marked by 
φαϊνητοι--- 11 would be true to say—ovpBalee δὲ λύεσθος rhe 
ἐναντιώσεις, ἐὰν ἔστι μὲν ὧν ἀληθὲν φαίνηται τὸ λεγόμενον, ἔστι δ' ds oF. 
‘The ἀπορία is resolved, when the reasonableness of a difference of 
‘opinion has been shown. 

‘As I said in my note on vii. τ, g. 1145 ὃν 6, 1 understand the 
words before us, τούτων δὲ τὰ μὲν ἀνελεῖν δεῖ τὰ δὲ καταλιπεῖν, 10 mean 
that these questions must be dealt with on the method of removing 
difficulties, and so leaving the truth (embodied in the ἔνδοξα) plain. 
‘The words before us are, in fact, equivalent to the ἐὰν γὰρ Aipred 
re τὰ δυσχερῇ καὶ κοταλείπηται τὸ ἔνδοξα of # JV. vil. τ. 5, amd, thus 
understood, correspond exactly to the ληπτέος δὴ τρόπος ὅστες ἡμῖν. 
ἅμα τά τε δοκοῦντα περὶ τούτων μάλιστα ἀποδόσει (= τὰ δὲ 
καὶ ris ἀκορίας λύσει καὶ τὰς ἐναντιώσεις (= τὰ δὲ ἀνελεῖν) of EE. vik. 


οἷ 


BOOK VII: CHAP, 8. 139 


2.1235 Ὁ. £3. It is perhaps worth adding that τούτων δὲ τὰ μὲν 1148 Ὁ. 8. 


ἀνελεῖν τὰ δὲ καταλιπεῖν docs not mean that * some of the ἀπορίαι. 
must be done away with and some left,’ but that ‘some uings in 
the ἀπορίαι must be done away with and some left’—#. ¢, the 
confusions, causing ἐναντίωσες, must be done away with, or cleared 
up, in such a way that, as they are cleared up [ἅμα Z. Z. 1235 ὃν 
13), views, hitherto merely ἐναντία, are left no longer as merely 
darrla, but as εὐλόγων δοκοῦντα. 


CHAPTER IL 


Anoumenr. 


We have to ensgiiire—(1) Whether the incontinent wean’ knores” or net.cn if 
Ae "meson, ἐπ what sense ἐν és that he ' Anewe. (2) In relation te what things 
© ware ἦν ἐν he described as ‘ continent’ or * incontinent’—i.e. whether tn 
edetion te any plesrure or pain, or only in relation (0 certain definite Nearseres 
‘er pains. (3) Whither “continence” ἐν identical with *endurances or ἐν 40 be 

{fram it. These and cognate quettions τοῦ have te anrwver. 

[Omer αφού bogie with the question (1) Whether it is a difference Between 
thelr venpective objects, ar a difference between their attitudes to objects (with or 
without α difference in the objects) which distinguishes between the continent 
‘ram ened the icemtinent moam. Onr next question (2) ἦν whether continence 
and sricentinence are comcerwed with any objects—i.e with any pletsuret or 
pains, or are Limited (αν they 
Pleasires and faire with which iniorrighile profligacy, or intemperance, has to 
de—the difference between intemperance and incontinence strictly “9 called being 
im the ettitede, mot ἐν the obfects—I.c. tasemgorance pursuing she pleasure of the 
sroment ‘ on principle” incontinence pursuing it indeed, but not * on principle”) 

To begin, ther, ceith the question about the knowledge" involved in incom. 
Hivence—The subalitution of ‘true opinion" for \bnowledge? dees wet make it 
_ eatier ἐν explain the prevalence of passion in incontinence, for " opinion” és often 
a fof move as ‘knowledge 

The disinction bermven * merely having knowledge" and ‘having it and 
‘realining it ds emore likely than that between * epiwion” and ' knowledge’ te help 
ti Lb surely wend cause we serprise if a man acts against knowledge, which 
he has, bat does not realise. Of the two premisses of the Practical Sytlagism, 
the major—excess is evil—may be fully realised, qak universal proposition, 
te comescioumers, and the mam may yet act icontinently, becaure he doer not 
realive the woimsr—* this it α case of excess. 
Aad wat only have we the difference bstween the wiajor and the minor—the 
ἐν the inconsinens man, the latter wol realised — ὅμέ ἐπὶ the raajor 
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ἀμνοὶ ewe have te distinguish two skler—ous relating te the agent ana the sther 
te things. The form of the major ἐν, " All agents who ere swch and sch, evght 
to do suck and such things! ΤῸ this trvo-sided major corresponds @ two-sided 
minor— Fam such and such, and this thing is such and πα." The latter 

Of this minor a man ts much more likely " mot to know,” or ‘at to realine? thaw 
the former part: but even this meray ball ignorance of the εύπων" ix enowgh £9 
account exsily for incontinence, or acting against fully realised kmocdesge of the 
major ws universal proposition \. 

So much for ‘having knowledge,’ and * having it and realising it” ; Sut there 
ἀνὰ third Bind of * having "— having which docs wot amount te γ᾽ τὰ μὰ, 
may be considered in connesion with incontinence. Zt ἐν in this third περ that 
« mad or drunken man ‘has Eawledge’ ; and the incontineat wan, repeating 
moral phrases without ‘nowing' what they mean, may be cospared ἐν ἃ ραν. 
man, or to ἃ man who ts drunk, or to an actor playing the part ascigmed to 
him, 


Hitherto our explanation of incontinence has concisled in Φ general refereme 
to‘ nonrealised Anwwledge" Let us now try te find the \omediane conse of 
incontinence—how it comes about that, in the peculiar condition of the tncomti= 
ment man, knowledge ἐν" nat realised? 

Tt ἐπ tn the way that the machinery of the Practical SyGegivns is worked by 
Desire that we shall find the immediate cause of aa incontinent act. The major 
promis,‘ excess is evil.) which opposes itself to Desire is net allowed ἐσ reign 
without a rival. Desire sets up anothet major — sweet thing are pleasent,” 
and is thus able fo represent the incontinent act as a conclusion τον ΔῸΣ 
from premissis. Desire marks its opposition ts Moral Principle dy 
forward a maxin— weet things are pleasant—awhich docs not in ‘nay dew 
ἐμ docs in its consequences) conplet with * excess is evity the maxim of Meret 
Principle. 

As for the question —FHow the incontinent man, when the fit ἐπ ener, recovers 
is knowledge, the explanation of this recovery will be the same ax that given tp 
the physiolagists for “recovery” from the unconcciousness of drunbennens or 

sleep. 


We are now in a position to define our attitude to the view of Socrates. 
Socrates may be allowed to say—' knowledge cannot be overporcersd ke 
τοῦ by *hnicwwledge" be understood ‘teve Rnowledge'—* kmoweledge of the maim Ὁ: 
versal’ Tai, becanse it ds wniversal, ἐν met touched by passion, Tt ἂν only | 
* the knowledge of the sense-particular’—and this after all ἐν met * kreeelodge’ — 
Which enters into conflict with passion, and may be conguerest by it, | 


{46 0.8, §§1, 2.) Rassow (Fbrsch. pp. 20, 21) points out that cack of 


these sections contains a separate list of proposed enquiries. The 
list given in § 2 corresponds, in substance and in order, with the 
contents of the following chapters, whereas that given in δ a 
mentions only one point actually discussed afterwards—viz, ἔπεινδ Ὁ 


Ὁ. ‘Knowledge of the major, as universal proposition" mat not be com | 
founded with * the application of this knowledge to particolar casen’ 
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ε περὶ πάντ᾽ ἐστὶν ἀκρασία καὶ ἐγκράτεια ἢ οὔ; ατ46 Ὁ, 18, The two 1140 b, 8, 


passages therefore appear to Rassow and Cook Wilson (Arti/, 
Studies, Paragraphs 25, 28, 29, 61) to be independent duplicates 
not belonging to the same version. Cook Wilson seems inclined 
to regard that in § 2 as the earlier, and as having introduced a 
‘Version now lost, This opinion must be taken in connexion with 
his whole theory of the structure and authorship of the present 
chapter, He regards it as made up of passages from two very 
similar versions, either of which § 1 fits equally, while § 2 fits 
neither; and with respect to the authorship of the chapter he is of 
‘opinion that ‘whether the two versions [of which it is composed) 
fare by the same hand or not, there is a strong probability that 
(6) neither is by Aristotle, that (3) neither is by the author of the 
Eudemian Ethics—or at least of the second book of that treatise, 
and that (7) they are not by the same author as some of the most 
‘important paris of this book’ (Arsst. Studies, 1. paragraph 60), 
He arranges the parallel versions thus— 
Ag: Agr 
1] 
§ 
§ 


3 
?§§ 13, ὯΝ 


᾿ 
Sce Arislolelian Studies, 1, Table 1, and paragraphs 25-32, and 
59-68. 
τ That there is considerable confusion and repetition in this 
no one can deny; but whether so much as to justify all 
the details of Cook Wilson's theory may, I think, be doubted, 
‘Sections 1 and 2 seem to me to be clearly, and sections 3 and 4 
probably, parallel versions: but §§ 5, 6, 7, and 8 strike me as 
consecutive ; and δῇ 9, το, and τα can only be described as parallel 
to §6 in the sense that, like it, they treat of the Practical Syllogistn ; 
for that Syllogism is analysed, and applied to the explanation of 
ἀκρασία, in the two passages from two different, though not in+ 
consistent, points of view, in such a way that the two analyses and 
applications, taken together, seem only to present the subject 
exhaustively. The selation of §§ 9, 10, and 11 to § 6 seems to me 
to differ in an important point from that of § 4 to § 3; for whereas 
§ 4 merely repeats the substance of § 3, §§ 9, 10, and rr say 
something not said in § 6, and something well worth saying, 


ii 
“9 
Ὧν 
+ 
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1146 Ὁ. 8. The circumstance that the treatment of the Practical Syllogism 


is not continuous, but broken by §§ 7 and 8, is evidence of con- 
fusion in the structure of the chapter; but, as the considerations 
added in §§ 9, 10, and 11 are so well worth adding, we ought 
perhaps not to have much difficulty in supposing that the writer of 
§§ δ, 6, 7, and 8—doubtless with some sacrifice of aymmetry— 
added them, On the other hand, it must be noted that the writer 
οἵ the AY. ΑΥ̓͂. (ii. 6), in his version of this chapter, treats of the 
Practical Syllogism in one place, not in two places; but his treat 
ment of it is so jejune and slight as to make it unlikely that, even 
if his authority bad treated of it in two places, he would have 
followed his example. 

Although 1 cannot accept, in anything like its fulness, Cook 
Wilson's theory of the structure of this chapter, I think that his 
view of its authorship (that it is probably not by Aristotle, not by 
Eudemus, not by the author of the principal paris of this Book) 
has much to say for itself; and the remarks which he makes in the 
course of paragraphs 59-6x in support of his view have also great 
value, independently of the immediate purpose to which he applies 
them, and I shall frequently have to refer to them in subsequent 
notes. According to Cook Wilson this chapter is probably not by 
Aristotle, not by Eudemus, not by the author of the principal parts 
of Book vii, because (1) these three writers describe the ἀκρατής as 
the subject of ‘an active struggle between reason (λόγος, sometimes 
rponipens="*rational will”) and appetite (ἐπιϑυμία), between the 
desire to do what is wrong and the conviction that it is wrong” 
(Arist, Stud, paragraph 60, p. 49); whereas this chapter, by apply- 
ing the distinction of actual and potential knowledge to explain 
ἀκρασία, makes ἃ mental struggle impossible, there being no actual 
knowledge for appetite to struggle with: and because (a) ‘ chapter 
3 Js an obvious concession to the Socratic principle, as the writer 
of the last section of it felt” (p. 50), whereas Aristotle, Eudemus, 
and the writer of the other parts of Book vii, are strongly opposed 
to that principle. 

‘The following (among other) passages are quoted by Cook 
Wilson (paragraphs g9-61) to show that Aristotle, Eudemus, and 
the writer of the other parts of Book vii regard the struggle in the 
ἀκρατῆ as an active and conscious one—Z. ΑΙ, i. 13. 15, 16. 
1102 Ὁ, 14-25; ix. 4. 8. 1166 b. 7-10; de An. ili.g. 8, 4938. 1-35 
de An. iii, το, 6. 433 Ὁν 5-10; &. Z. ii, 7 and 8, 1224 ἃ, 30-36 and 


il 
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razg δ. 19-233 £LN. vil. 2. 1-4. 1145 ὃν 21-11460, 4; EN. vil. Masd. 8, 


7 8. 1150 Ὁ. t9-28. 


§ 2) Ramsauer, who thinks that this section is out of place here, Ὁ, 14. 


and may have been the opening of an Aristotelian discussion which 
has not come down to us, remarks that the words ofre γὰρ περὶ 
ἅπαντ᾽ «rd. Ὁ, 19 assume as settled what is elaborately established 
in subsequent chapters. Cook Wilson (Arist. Studies, paragraph 
6r) remarks that ‘according to § x the first subject for considera- 
tion is that which follows . . . πότερον aliéres ἢ οὔ, wal πῶε εἰδότεε : 
$ 2 not only puts a different subject first, but omits this, at least in 
‘any distinct shape, from the list, Perhaps therefore § 2 belongs 
to an earlier version which contained nothing about potential 
knowledge possessed by the ἀερατήν. The writer of §2 may merely, 
‘as against Socrates, have maintained o¢ presupposed what is im- 
plied in chapter a, thar in ἀκρασία there is a strong and active 
consciousness of wrong-doing (to χυρὰ ὑπύληψεν . . . ἀντιτείνουσα), and 
thave added that this conviction could be disobeyed, if not ac- 
companied, as in φρόνησιε (cf. ch. ii. § δ. 11462. 4 544} by a 
‘strong desire to realise it, but opposed by ἐπιθυμία, He may have 
felt no more difficulty in this representation than the author of the 
passiges quoted from the de An. and Nic. Ethics [see end of last 
ote] seems to have done, and therefore not have dwelt on it 
further... . The above is somewhat countenanced by the conclusion 
of § 2. The first problem (ἡ ἀρχὴ τῆς σκέψνωε) being, whether the 
depariie and éyspavis are differenced by their objects or by their 
elation to them; the fact that the ἀκρατής knows he should not 
adopt the pleasant motive (ὁ & οὔκ οἴνται μὲν διώκει δὲ) is assumed a8 
subsidiary to the solution of the problem, without any hint that the 
fact itself is a principal difficulty awaiting settlement,’ 

Peters expresses his view of this section in an interesting note 
{p. 215), which I quote to show how plausibly the obscure phe- 
‘nomena here presented to criticism may be accounted for on still 
another hypothesis —* This section (§ 2) seems to me not an aker+ 
native to § 1, but acorrection of it, or rather a remark to the effect 
that the whole passage (both § 1 and the discussion introduced by 
it) ought to be rewritten, and an indication of the way in which 
this should be done. Of considerable portions of the Nicomachean 
‘Ethies we may safely say that the author could not have regarded 
them as finished in the form in which we have them. I believe 
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146 b, 44, that the author made a rough draft of the whole work, or of the 
several parts of it, which he kept by him and worked upon,— 
working some parts up to completion; sometimes rewriting a 
passage without striking out the original version, or even indicating 
which was to be retained (e.g. the theory of pleasure); more fre- 
quently adding an afterthought which requited the rewriting of 
a whole passage, without rewriting it (¢g., to take one instance | 
out of many in Book ν, τὸ ἀντεπεπονθάν is an afterthought which 
strictly requires that the whole bock should be rewritten) ; some= 
times (as here) making a note of the way in which a passage 
should be rewritten. Suppose, if need be, that the work, left in 
this incomplete state, was edited and perhaps further worked upon 
by a later hand, and we have enough, I think, to account for the 
facts,’ 


8,10, ὁ ἁπλῶς ἀκρατής} The man strictly so called, or without further 
qualification—a.¢. the man who is incontinent about certain 
pleasures (see ch. 4), a8 distinguished from the man +0 called with 
‘an added qualification (μετὰ προσθέσεω!)--ἀκρατὴς ϑυμοῦ, κέρδονε, OF 
mpis. Viewed a8 ἁπλῶρ δερατῆς, a man is viewed as related to the 
same bodily pleasures as the ἀκόλαστος : but the relation is not the 
same in each case, The relation in which the ἁπλῶς dxparis stands 
to these pleasures is not so simple as that in which the ἀκόλαστον 
stands to them the dedAarros is conceived as *simply related to 
them '—rpds ταῦτα ὅπλῶς ἔχει : but the ἁπλῶν deporte is conceived a5 
‘related to them in a certain manner’—aa éye—in a certain ὦ 
manner which distinguishes him from the ἀκόλαστος : εἶ ¢. the ded 
λαστος simply goes in for them: the ἁπλῶς ἀκρατῆφ goes in for hem 
—ofler a struggle. | 

v.24, §§ 8, 41 Imelmann (δε. Crit. in Arixt. Eth. Nic. p. 44). 
regarding ἐξ 3 and 4 as two independent versions, would strike out 
the words ἐπιστήμη δόξης in § 4, Ὁ, 29, on the ground that ol Bioters 
immediately preceding is equivalent to the οὐδὸν dapépe πρὸν τὰν 
λόγον οἵ § 3, Ὁ, 55, ‘Quaestio cst,’ he says, utrum contra ipsum 
sclentiam immodici peccentan contra opinionem : quam nihil facere 
ad rem Aristoteles indicat, quoniam opinionem interdum eadem 
pertinacia atque scientiam defendamus ct obtineamus Quem 
sententiarum nexum duo verba aperte perturbant, Etenim οὔθέν, 
διοίσει ἐπιστήμη δόξης prorsus sunt allena ab hoc ooo, cum, si quidem 
οἱ dogiorres facilius mollitiac indulgent, differre ὀκιστήμην δδξηε ὦ 
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dicendum erat ... quam inepte autem ‘illa illata sunt, manifesto, 1140», 94, 


opinor, elucebit, si hic quoque duplicem exstare ejusdem sententiae 
conformationem ipsa verborum collocatione demonstraverimus— 
he then prints §§ 3 and 4 in parallel columns, omitting the words 
desoripn δόξης, But a comparison of the corresponding passage in 
the AZM. (ji, 6. «ποι b. 1 qq.) shows that the whole clause, οὐδὲν 
διοῖσει ἐπιστήμη δόξης, a8 it stands, is equivalent to οὐδὲν διαφέρει 
apie τὸν λόγον. ‘The passage runs thus—rd piv οὖν τὴν ἀπορίαν maps 
ἔχοντα ταῦτ᾽ dori ἀναγκυῖον δὲ λῦσαι τὸς ἀπορίας, πρῶτον μὲν οὖν 
τὴν ἀεὶ vie ἐπιστήμην ἄτοπον γὰρ ἐδόκει εἶναι ἐπιστήμην ἔχοντα ταύτην 
μεν ἢ μεταπίπτειν, ὁ δ᾽ αὑτὸς λόγος καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς δόξης' οὐδὲν γὰρ 
Biber, clean) ἐπιστύμην εἰ γὰρ ἔσται § Sida σφοδρὰ τῷ βίβανν 
καὶ ἀμετάπεισταν, οὐθὲν διοίσει τῆς ἐπιστήμη,, rd: of. the 
Paraphrast—evpBalvei δὲ πολλάκιε τὴν δόξαν οὕτω βεβιιίωε ἐγκεῖσθαι ὥστε 
x διαφέρειν ἐπιστήμης κατὰ τὸ ἀντιβαίνειν ταῖς ἐπιθυμίαις. In the 
‘of these commentaries § 4 may be paraphrased thus‘ If you 
argue that δόξα is weak, and therefore more likely than ἐπιστήμῃ to 
be overpowered, we shall reply that there is no difference between 
δόξα and ὀπιστήμη in the matter of strength, for some people, like 
‘Heraclitus, are as firm in their δόξα as others are in their ἐπιστήμη 
Οὐδὲν διοίσει ἐπιστήμη δόξης is thus not to be understood, as it is ap~ 
parently by Imelmann, as an inference from al οὖν, . πράξουσιν, but 
‘as an anster fo it: ‘If you argue εἴ of»... πράξουσιν, our answer 
will be οὐδὲν διοφέρει ἐπιστήμη δύξην᾽ Doubtless the expression οὐδὲν 
διοῖσει δύξα ἐπιστῆμη, would have been more correct than the οὐθὲν, 
διοίσει ἐπιστήμῃ δόξης of the text, δόξα, not ἐπιστήμῃ, being the proper 
‘of the argument; and it will be observed that the writer of 

the 27, Af, and the Paraphrast have adopted the more correct ex- 


'ν 


ΕἸ 


‘The exact scope of the argument οὐδὲν διοίσει ἐπιστήμη δύξην is 
‘well defined by Grant— Of course neither Aristotle nor his school 
would wish to do away with the distinction which Plato had 
established between δόξα and ἐπιστήμη. It is only as connected with 
the will, and as forming a ground for action, that opinion can be 
considered as strong as science.’ 


§ 4. Φηλοῖ δ' Ἡράκλειτος] The Ald. Schol. (who also instances the Ὁ. 30. 

of Democritus about his atoms) says—SyAvi δὲ Ἡράκλειτον 

ὅτι ἔστι βεβαία noi ἰσχυρὰ δύξα, κοὶ ob πᾶσω δόξα ἐστὶν ἀσθενής, ἐκεῖνος yap 

δοξάζων ὅτε εἰνησιε οὖκ ἔστιν, ἔλεγεν ὅτι ἀκριβῶς olde, deigas ὅτι κἂν δόξαν 
‘VOR. 1, - 


146 BOOK Vil: CHAP, 8: δῇ 4, 8. 


1146 5.80. ἔχειν λέγωσι τὸν ἀκρατῆ κἂν ἐπιστήμην τῷ αὐτῷ ἀτοπήματι ἐμαίπτουσε. See 
Diog. Laert.ix. 1. 5 quoted by Fritzsche and Grant—fiovad re οὔδινδε 
ANN αὑτὸν ἔφη διζήσασϑαι καὶ μαθεῖν πάντα παρ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ : and Did. ix. 6. 1, 
where he is described as μεγολόφρων καὶ ὑπυρόπτητ: see also other 
passages collected by Bywater (2eract. Eph. Relig. p. 33) under 
fragm. ixxx. Peters (p. 216) supposes that the allusion ia the 
words δηλοῖ δ᾽ Ἡράκλειτος is ἃ general one, to ‘the Eferaclitean 
doctrine, which Aristotle rather unfairly interprets as a denial of 
the most fundamental of all first principles—the law of contradiction. 
Cf. Maiti, 7, 1012 a. 24. 


5.31.  §§ 5-11] Rassow's view (with which I agree) of the relation of 
these §§ to one another is as follows (Forsch. pp. 127-129) ὦ 
Against the Socratic doctrine that there is no such thing a3 dxpomt, Ὁ 
Decanse no one énowingly does wrong, four considerations, coupled 
together by és, are brought forward—{a) Knowledge is not always 
actual, A man may have knowledge, without using it: § 5. (δ) 
‘The reflection which precedes action may be reduced to the form of 
a syllogism, in which the general rule is the major, the particular 
case the minor premiss, Now, the knowledge of the major 
premiss may be consciously present, while that of the minor may 
remain latent; and so aman may do wrong, notwithstanding the | 
fact that his ἄγνοια is only partial: § 6. (2) His passions may take Ὁ 
such hold of a man that he may be said to Aave in a sense, and yet 
not have, the knowledge of right and wrong, his condition being like 
that of a madman, or of a man asleep or drunk: §§ 7,8. The 
προπετὴς depavia, or προπέτεια of ZN. vil. 7, 8, is the form of δερασία 
which the writer has in view in §§ 7 and 8. (¢) The fourth 
consideration (presented in §§ 9, 10, 11) takes up the other kind 
of ἀνρασία distinguished in ZV. vil. 7. 8, viz, ἀσθένεια. The 
passions occasion ignorance or moral blindness, not directly, but 
by means of sophistical representations ; they place, by the side of 
the major premiss which contains the rule of conduet, another 
major premiss which is not in Itself false, but in the circumstances 
is irrelevant. Hence, in acting from this true, but irrelevant, major 
premiss, the dxparje acts ὑπὸ λόγου πωε καὶ δόξηε. “These, according 
to Rassow, are the four separate considerations urged im this 
chapter against the view of Socrates, 


ξ 5.] ‘ The distinction between the possession and the application 
of knowledge’ is made, as the editors note, by Plato, Theaet. 19%, 
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198 οὐκοῦν ἡμεῖς ἀπευκάζοντεε τῇ τῶν περιστερῶν «τήσει re καὶ θῆρᾳ ἐροῦμεν 2168 8.81. 
ὅτι διττὴ ἣν ἡ Spa, ἡ μὲν πρὶν ἐκτῆσθαι τοῦ κεκτῆσθαι ἕνεκα, ἡ δὲ κεκτη-. 
μένῳ τοῦ λαβεῖν, καὶ ἔχειν ἐν τοῖς χερσὶν ὁ πόλωι ἐκίκτητο, 


© διοίσει τὸ ἔχοντα μὲν μὴ θεωροῦντα δὲ καὶ τὸ θεωροῦντα ἃ μὴ δεῖ b. 09, 
πράττειν [τοῦ ἔχοντα καὶ θεωροῦντα }} So Bywater. Bekker and 
Susemiht read διοίσει τὸ ἔχοντα μὲν μὴ θεωροῦντα δὲ ἃ μὴ δεῖ πρόττειν 
τοῦ ἔχοντα καὶ δεωροῦντει, which expresses the scnse intended more 
neatly, The words καὶ τὸ ϑεωροῦντα are given by all authorities, 
5 ‘apparently, except Mb andr. On the other hand, all authorities 
‘seem to give the words bracketed by Bywater—rod ἔχοντα καὶ 
διωροῦντα. OF course we cannot retain both the words omitted by 
ΜΡ and Γ, and those bracketed by Bywater. 
For the antithesis ἔχοντα μὲν μὴ ϑεωροῦντα δὲ sce de An. 
8.22 οὕτη δὲ ({. ¢. σώματος ἐντελόχειον λέγεται διχῶς, ἡ μὸν doe 
ἡ δ' ὧς τὸ δεωρεῖν. φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ὡς ἐπιστήμη" ἐν γὰρ τῷ ἐπάρχειν τὴν 
Κνχὴν κοὶ ὕπνος wat ἐγρήγορσίε ἐστιν, ἀνάλογον δ᾽ ἡ μὲν ἐγρήγορσις τῷ 
ν, ὁ δ᾽ ὕπνοι τῷ ἔχειν καὶ μὴ ἐνεργεῖν wed. ΟἿ Met. 8. 6. 1948 
ἃ. 32 λέγομεν δὲ δυνάμει οἷον ἐν τῷ EON "Kopin καὶ ἐν τῇ ὅλῃ τὴν ἡμίσειαν, 
Gre ἀφοιρεθείη ἅν, καὶ ἐπιστήμονα κοὶ τὸν μὴ θεωροῦντα, ἐὰν δυνατὸς 
Of Phys. viii. 4. 255 & 33 ἔστι δὲ δυνάμει ἄλλων ὅ 
μανϑάναν ἀτιστήμων eal ὁ ἔχων ἤδη καὶ μὴ ϑεωρῶν ... ὁ γὰρ ἔχων 
᾿ἀκιστήμην μὴ ϑεωρῶν δὲ δυνόμει ἐστὶν ἐπιστήμων mus, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὧν καὶ πρὶν 
See Bonita, Met, p. 394. 
6.) Section 5 called attention generally to the fact that know- Ὁ. 95. 
ledge may be possessed without being realised in consciousness, 
= {argued that there is nothing paradoxical in supposing that the 
‘acts ‘ against knowledge,” if his knowledge is merely pos- 
but not realised in consciousness. Section 6 points out 
that there is nothing to prevent the ἀκρατήε acting ‘against 
dge,’ if, while his knowledge of the universal is realised in 
ἐξ (χρώμενον μέντοι τῇ καθόλου), his knowledge of the 
rticalar i¢ not (ἀλλὸ μὴ τῇ κατὰ pépue). ‘There is nothing incon- 
sat in this supposition, for, although knowledge of the universal 
des knowledge of the contained particular, it does not necessarily 
entall the conterowsly realised knowledge of the particular; see Ald. 
Ohad foc. εἴ rer μὲν οὖν γινώσκει τὴν κυϑόλου πρότασιν, καὶ τὴν μερικὴν 
ἐξ ἀγάγεην γυώσκει δυνάμει ἢ ἐνεργείᾳ ἦ γὸρ μερικὴ πρότασααι ὑπὸ vie 
Sov προτάσεως περιέχεται, Nor is there any difficulty in supposing 
‘that the deparfjs, in acting against his non-realised, o latent, know= 
ι 4 


1146.38, ledge of the particular, acts also against his consciously realised 
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knowledge of the including universal: for action docs not lie in the 
sphere of the universal, but in that of the particular—mparra γὰρ τὰ, 
καθ᾽ ἕκαστα, it is ‘particular things,’ not ‘ things in general,’ that are 
done—see the Paraph. ad loc. ἀμφοτέρων οὐσῶν ἐν τῇ ψνχῇ τῶν προ- 
τάσεων, ἐπειδὰν ἐπιθυμία τις ἔπί τι κινῇ πονηρόν, συνβοίνον τῇ μῶν «αϑόλου. 
χρῆσθαι, ὅτι τὸ κακὸν οὐ δεῖ πράττειν, καὶ θεωρεῖν car? αἰτὴν τηνεεαῦτα, τὴν 
δὲ μεριμήν, bre τόδε κακόν͵ ἔχειν μέν, οὗ χρῆσθαι δέ, οὐδὲ σννορᾷν ἐσεργεῦρ, καὶ 
διὰ τοῦτο πρὸς τὴν μοχθηρίαν χωρεῖν, ὥσπερ ἀποτυφλωϑέντα, τοῦτο δὲ οὐδὲν 
θαυμαστόν, εἰ γὰρ καὶ χρῆται τῇ καθόλον προτάσει, ἀλλὰ πράττειν οὐ 
δύναται κατὰ τὴν ἐπιστήμην μὴ χρώμενοε καὶ τῇ μερικῇ' αὕτη γάρ dover ἥ 
κυρία τῶν πράξεων, Here the last sentence explains very clearly the 
words of the text οὐδὲν κωλύει πράττειν παρὰ τὴν ἐπιστήμην... πρακτὰ 
γὰρ τὰ caf’ ἕκαστα. A man may consciously realise a general rule οἵ 
conduct without realising that this is a case in which it is applicable, 
and it is only by what he realises in particular cases that his actions, 
being particulars, can be influenced, The knowledge of the general 
tule is not anefficient cause, It ‘rests’ asa final cause. Where it does 
not inspire efficient causes to act in its interest, actions (produced 
by efficient causes hostile to its interest) may take place: see de Am, 
iii, 11. 434 0. 16 ἐπεὶ δ' ἡ μὲν καθύλον ὑπόληψιε καὶ λόγοε, ἡ δὲ τοῦ en 
ἕκαστα (ἡ μὲν γὰρ λέγει ὅτι δεῖ τὸν τοιοῦτον τὸ τοιόνδε πράττειν, § δὲ ὅτι, 
τόδε τοίνυν τοιόνδε, κἀγὼ δὲ τοιόσδε), ἤδη αὕτη «κινεῖ ἡ δόξα, οὐχ ἡ καδάλων" 
ἢ ἄμφω, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ μὲν ἡρεμοῦσα μᾶλλον͵ ἡ δ᾽ ab. Tn short, ‘universal Know= 
ledge,’ being ‘at rest'—not entering into the arena of 
conflicts—is no more affected by the passions which affect * parti-_ 
cular knowledge,’ and make it ' latent,’ than the Race is affected by 
the particular incidents of disease and decay which affect Individuals, 
‘The section then proceeds (from διαφέρει 1147 ἃ, 4 onwards) fo 
call attention to the circumstances in which consciously realised 
knowledge of the universal most frequently coexists with that pee 
Jatent knowledge of the particular, which makes the 
ἐπιθυμία intelligible, 1 agree with Cook Wilson (Arést, ‘oa 
paragraph 31) in regarding as mistaken the view (maintained by 
Rassow, Forsch. p. 128) that §§ 5 and 6 ‘do not refer to ὥκρα 
and that the words δῆλον οὖν ὅτι ὁμοίως ἔχειν λεκτέον τοὺς Axparals 
τούτοις § 7 show that the state of the ἀκρατής is first 
in §§ 7, 8! ‘This would be strange in itself? continmes 
Cook Wilton, ‘and seems to be disproved by the sentence in § δ᾽ 
διοίσει τὸ ἔχοντα μὲν μὴ θεωροῖντα δὲ ἃ μὴ δεῖ πράττειν τοῦ ἔχοντα 
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| Beupoirre® τοῦτο γὰρ ϑοκεῖ δεινόν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ εἰ μὴ ϑεωρῶν, and the infer- 1246 85. 


ence in § 6 κατά τε δὴ τούτους διοίσει τοὺς τρόπους ἀμήχανον ὅσον, Gore 
δοκεῖν οὕτω μὲν εἰδέναι μηθὲν ἅτοπον, ἄλλων δὲ θαυμαστόν: for these 
ees ‘that the distinctions made remove the apparent paradox 
OT SS το νος τ a ὃς 
Ὁ for this is ‘Ae paradox which is before the writer, as is 
Z ἢ both from § rand § 3° At may be added that the writer 
of Af. AL, ii. 6. 1201 Ὁ, τα qq. applies remarks parallel to those in 
(6, 5 and 6 explicitly to the ἀκρατής, With Cook Wilson's opinion, 
er, that it is wrong to argue (as Rassow does) on the sup- 

that ‘the chapter is a whole,’ I cannot agree. 


‘macht ¢3 cinen Unterschied, ob dasselbe etwas von ihm 
Menschen) selbst oder von einer Sache aussagt.'—Stahr. Not 

ἐπε Js there the important difference, just noticed, between the 
rsal and the particular, but also in the universal itself (καὶ τὸς 

¥) there is a difference, according as the reference is to 
orto ‘things.’ This difference is mentioned, because it 
‘bearing on the ‘latency of the particular,’ by which the 
on of ἀκρασία is being accounted for, See the Para- 
NOW—Oraw γὰρ τὸ καθόλον ovrws ἔχῃ, ὥστε περιέχειν αὐτὸν νὸν 
ἢ τὸν ὁμοειδῆ, τῇ καθύλου συγγινώσκεται καὶ ἡ μερικῆ᾽ οἷον, 

As βλοβιρὸν ὁ Aap, αὐτὸ δὲ ἄνθρωποι αὐτῷ ὅρα Phar 


ὑδὲ γὸρ οὐδὲ αὐτοὺς ‘ter δυνατόν, rely eeres 
τότε οὐκ ἀνάγκη, τῆε eadidou γινωσκομένης, καὶ τὴν jxpuxiy 
οἶον, miis ὀλλέβορον βλαβερόν, τόδε ἐλλέβοροι, τόδε dpa 
o> ἐνταῦθα οὐκ ἀνάγεη γινώσκεσθαι τὴν μερικήν, rp καθύλου ya 


relates ta ‘things! the knowledge of the particular 
Jatent, and τὺ ἀκρωτεύεσθωι casily explained. As ‘the 
in the universal’ thus owes its importance to the 
noe which it involves between particulars, the Paraph, 
ly begins his note (part of which has been quoted above) on 
Σ τὸ καθόλου, with the words— οἱ μερικαὶ δὲ διοφέρουσι" 
᾿ πᾶσα εἰδέναι, τῶν καθύλου γινωσκομένων" τὰς δὲ οὔ--- 


δὲ καὶ τὸ καθόλου κτλ] ‘Aber auch bei dem Allges 1147 0 4. 
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147.» 4. (then follows the passage quoted above), The Paraphrast’s af 
μερικοὶ δὲ διοφέρουσι is quite in place in ἃ commentary; bur Ram~ 
sauer's conjecture διαφέροι δὲ καὶ τὸ κατὰ μέρος for the διαφέρφι δὲ καὶ, 
τὸ κοθύλου of the ἀτή is unworthy of the scholastic subtlety of the 
present passage. 

‘The best explanation of the words διαφέρει δὲ καὶ τὸ καθόλου seems 
to begiven by the passage de An. iii, 11.434 0. 26, lately quoted — 
ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἡ μὲν καθόλου ὑπόληψιο καὶ λόγος, ἢ δὲ τοῦ καϑ' ἕκαστα (ἢ, μὲν γὰρ, 
λέγει ὅτι δεῖ τὸν τοιοῦτον τὸ τοιόνδε πράττειν, ἡ δὲ ὅτι τόδε τοίνων τοιόνδε, 
κἀγὼ δὲ τοιόσδε), ἤδη αὕτη κινεῖ ἡ δόξα, οὐχ ἡ κοθόλον' ἢ ἄμφω, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ 
μὲν ἡρεμοῦσα μᾶλλον, ἢ δ' οὔ. The formula of the universal proposi- 
tion is * all men in such and such circumstances ought to do acts 
of such and such a kind.’ ‘To apply correctly a general rule drawn 
according to this formula, the agent must (1) recognise his own 
circumstances in the general description given—the general 
tion of circumstances being the τὸ ἐφ' éavrod of the present δ it 
is assumed that he will not find much difficulty In doing so, and in 
supplying the αὐτὸς ἄνθρωπος or κἀγὼ δὲ rowade part of the minor. 
(2) He must recognise in the particular thing now before him the 
marks which the general rule gives as characteristic of the 
which men in his circumstances ought to do. These characteristic 
marks given by the general rule are the τὸ ἐπὶ τοῦ πράγματοι Of the 
present §, where it is assumed that the agent may easily fail to 
notice in a particular thing the marks which characterise the things 
which men in his circumstances ought to do, 

It will be observed that the one universal proposition of the de 
An, with its double reference—to persons and to things (δεῖ mir 
τοιοῦτον--- τὸ τοιόνδε mpirrew), is resolved, in Α΄, Δ΄, vit, 3. 6, into two 
universal propositions—(1) παντὶ ἀνθρώπῳ συμφέρει τὰ ξηρά, * all mem 
are benefited by dry nourishment’ (with its minor αὐτὸς &¥pexor— 
Iam a man’), and (2) ξηρὸν τὸ τοιόνδε, ‘all things with such and 
such qualities are dry” (with its minor τόδε τοιόνδε, ‘this thing now 
before me possesses these qualities’). ‘The resolution, however, is 
more apparent than real, for the first universal proposition has 
already a reference to both persons and things, and the second 
universal proposition merely describes more fully the things 
referred to in the first proposition. Παντὶ ἀνθρώπῳ συμφέρει τὸ ξηράν, 
is really equivalent to τῷ τοιούτῳ συμφέρει τὸ rodete—a general rule, 
expressing the relation of a class of persons to a class of things, 
which finds its application in the minor τόδε τοιάνδε κἀγὼ δὲ τοιόσδεταν. 
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ἃ. proposition which has likewise a double reference—to a person 1147 a 4, 
and toa thing. Ie is in the application, then, of the thing-side of 
‘the universal proposition that, according to the prescnt §, the 
agént's chief difficulty lies (ἀλλ᾽ ai τιίδε τοιόνδε, ἢ οὐκ ὄχει ἢ οὖν ἀννργεῖ 
1147 ἃ, 1). A man may know generally that acids are bad for 
bilious people; and he may know that he is bilious: but he may 
continue fo drink sherry, not knowing that it contains a great deal 
ofacid. His conduct might be described as μηδὲν ἄτοπον. It would 
‘have to be described as Oavanerée, if be continued to drink sherry, 
after his doctor had told him {ts real nature. ‘The distinction, then, 
drawn in this § seems to resolve itself into that between knowing 
and not knowing the particular—a distinction which has much 
more significance in the case of the deporje than in that of the 
*bilious patient” of our example, for there is that in the condition 
‘of the deparqs which makes {t peculiarly difficult for him to interpret 
πη apply the universal—that is, ‘to know the particular.’ The 
ἀκρατὴς is likely to find as much difficulty with the κἀγὼ δὲ τούσδε, 
as with the τόδε τοιόνδε. 


αὐτὸς ἄνθρωπος] αὐτόν is Rassow's reading (see Forsch. pp. ὅδ, α. 9, 
66) for Bekker’s οὗτος, K pr. and Mb have 4 οὐνός, and Cambr, 
thas ὁ ofror, The Paraph. seems to have had αὐτός, and the 
reading is supported by the αὐτὸν δὲ ἄνθρωπον of the Practical 
‘Syllogism in de Motu Anim. 7. 701 a. 13. 

κατά re δὴ τούτους διοίσει τοὺς τρόπους] Ramsauer notes that a, 8, 
“this re answers to ἔτι τὸ ἔχειν τὴν ἐπιστήμην ἄλλον τρόπον τῶν νῦν 
ῥπθίντων § 7. 1147 ἃ. 10, where another τρόπον is mentioned. 


© etre μέρ, -, ἄλλυς δέ] Cornea has—olro ply ὁ νοῦν δ᾽ οὖν, a0, 


$7. ἔτι τὸ ἔχειν τὴν ἐπιστήμην ἄλλον τρόπον τῶν νῦν ῥηθέντων a. 10. 
 ὕπάρχει τοῖς ἀνθρώποις] The connexion between this § and ἐξ 5 
and 6 seems to me to be the following—§ 5 explained the 
“phe of Incontinence by a general reference to the dis- 
i between potential and actual knowledge: § 6, going into 
‘detail, showed that knowledge of the particular is often potential, 
even: when Knowledge of the including universal is actual: § 7 


2247 «. 10. proceeds to point out that incontinence may be 


152 BOOK Vit! CHAP, 8: § 7. 


if 
if 


only by reference to the distinction, just consi 
potential and actual knowledge, but also by reference to 
tinction which must be drawn within the limits of potential 
ledge itself—for knowledge may be ‘potential’ in the proper 
positive sense of ‘likely to be actualised, and ‘potential’ in 
merely negative sense of ‘not only not actualised, but 
the circumstances, to be actualised.’ There are cases 
natural tendency of potential knowledge to rise into 
(01 Le No ik. 9. Ἵ ἢ δὲ δύναμι εἰς τὴν ἐνέργειαν ἀνόγετοι) is 


Bly 


Ht 


well—"Brz, οὐ τούτῳ μόνῳ διαφέρουσιν of ἐπιστάμενοι, τῷ role μὲν ὄχον 
καὶ χρῆσθαι, τοὺς δὲ ὄχειν μέν, ob χρῆσθαι δέ, ἀλλὰ καὶ κατ᾽ αὐτὸ τὸ ἔχνιν. 
διαφέρουσιν' οὐ γὰρ ὁμοίως ἔχουσι τὰς ἐπιστήμας οἱ ἐπιστάμενοι" ἔστε γὸρ᾽ 
ἔχοντά τινα ἐπιστήμην, μὴ ἔχειν" οἷον, τὸν καθεύδοντα, καὶ μοιγόμαναν, καὶ 
οἰνωμένον" κατὰ τοῦτον δὲ τὸν τρόπον ἔχουσι τὴν ἐπιστήμην καὶ οἱ ἂν τοῖς 
πάθεσιν Gree μειθύουσι γὰρ ὑπὸ τῆς ὀκιθυμίαι, καὶ μαίνονται ὑπὸ τοῦ; 
θυμοῦ. Similarly Rassow {Δ γα, p. 128)—! Dort {{ 6. in the cases 
contemplated in §§ 5 and 6) war das Wissen dem Menschen zwar 
nicht gegenwirtig, aber es konnte durch Erinnerung und Zureden 
in ihm erweckt werden; in diesem Falle (i.¢, the ἄλλος τρόπεε of 
§ 7) hat die Leidenschaft dem Menschen mit der Besinnung die 
Fahigkeit geraubt, sich zu sammeln und zum Wissen zuriick- 
aukehren, So lange daher die Raserei der Leidenschaft vorhailt, ist 
er gegen alle Mahnung taub und vollkommen ausser sich.’ Cook 
Wilson (Arist. Studies, paragraphs 26, 27, 30), holding §§ 7 and 8 to 
be another version parallel 10 § 5, and placing them immediately 
after § 4, makes the words ἄλλον τρόπον τῶν νῦν ῥηθέντων and 
διαφέρουσαν in § 7 refer to what has preceded in § 4. ‘There 
(ie. in § 4) the only kinds of “having” belief are having it 
doubtfully or having it certainly, in each of these the * 

being actual, §§ 7 and 8 add the case where the “having” is 
potential.’ He thus regards §§ 7 and 8 as explaining, for fhe firs! 
time in the version to which they belong (see above mote on vii, 3. 
1-2, 1146 b. 8 for Cook Wilson's resolution of this chapter), the 
difference of explicit or actual, and implicit or potential know- 
ledge. ‘According to what seems the necessary meaning of the 
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‘words, §§ 7 and 8 explain the difference of explicit (or actual) and 1147 4.16. 


implicit = coal potential) knowledge, premising that it has ποῦ ben 
mentioned Ritherlo—in τὸ ἔχειν τὴν ἐπιστήμην ἄλλον τρόπον τῶν νῦν 
ῥπδόντων ard.” (paragr. 26 β). Now, as the difference has been 
mentioned in § 5, Cook Wilson argues that § 5 and § 7 cannot 
belong to the same version. ‘Then, referring to the interpretation 
commonly given (as by the Paraphrast, quoted above, and by 
Rassow), he says (paragr. 26 9), ‘some have thought... that 
the intention of § 7 is to describe, not the difference of implicit 
from explicit knowledge in general, but a new species of implicit 
knowledge, distinct from what has been given (ἄλλον τρόπον τῶν vov 
‘pyGérrww), and defined by the examples καθεύδων, μαινόμενος, οἰνωμένονν, 
‘Ik may be doubted whether this explanation would ever have been 
‘thought of, bad it not been for the supposed necessity of reconcil- 
peste Ἐν fot 3 doce not seem to suit either passage’—for, 
‘if ἄλλον τρόπον τῶν viv ῥηθέντων referred to § δ, that § 
= also be the deseription of a particular kind of implicit know- 
ledge ; but it is 2 description of implicit knowledge in general, not 
οἵ a particular species.” Nor, again, can ‘the reference be to § 6, 
ἂς that only uses the general notion of potentiality (οὐκ ἐνεργεῖ 
hate in § δ᾽ (paragr. 26)—#. ¢. ‘applies the distinction [of potential 
and actual knowledge expounded in § 5] to the action of the 
dsparis through the Practical Syllogism ' (paragr. 27 end). 

Cook Wilson's statements—that § 5 is ‘a description of implicit 
Knowledge in general, not of a particular species,’ and that § 6 
‘only uses the gencral notion of potentiality given in § 5,’ do not 
seem to me to put the matter correctly. I take it that §§ 5 and 6 

“are concerned, not with ‘implicit knowledge in general,’ but with 
two particular species of ‘having knowledge '—rot ἔχειν τὴν ἐπιστή- 
pm. The notion of ‘having knowledge '—éyew τὴν ἐπιστήμην---ἰς not 
‘convertible with the notion of ‘implicit knowledge’: ‘the im- 
plicit Aawing of knowledge’ is one species of ‘Aaving knowledge’ 
and the other species is ‘ the explicit having of knowledge,’ 

‘The ἔτι τὸ ἔχειν τὴν ἐπιοτήμην ἄλλον τρόπον τῶν νῦν ῥηθέντων of 

naturally refers to §§ 5 and 6, because in § 5 two species 
having knowledge ᾿-π-τὸ ἔχειν τὴν émorjpp—have been dis- 
Ainguished, viz, τὸ ἔχειν καὶ δεωρεῖν (where the ‘having’ is actual) 
“and τὸ ἔχειν μὲν μὴ θεωρεῖν δέ (where the ‘having’ is potential) ; 
in § 6 these two species of ‘having knowledge’ have been 
connexion with the two mpordves of the Practical 


[5: 
a 


‘147 0.10. 
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Syllogism, and the ἀκροτῆν has been distinctly sald to ‘have " doth 
προτάσεις, the ‘having’ of the major being actual, and that of the 
minor potential, —Zxorra μὲν ἀμφοτέρας . « - χρώμενον μέντοι τῇ «αϑό- 
Dow ἄλλὰ μὴ τῇ κατὰ μέροε". 

To these two species of ἔχειν distinguished in §§ 6 and 6 (the 
ἔχειν Of the οὗ χρώμενοε and the ἔχειν of the χρώμενοι), § 7 adds yet 
another species (cf Ramsauer’s note—‘rard re δὴ τούτους τοὺς 
τρόπους 1147 ἃ. 8: τε istud ad rd ἔτι τα 47 a. το, § 7 spectat, quo 
ἄλλον τρόπος additur’), viz. τὸ ἔχειν πὼς καὶ μὴ ἔχειν, which differs 
from the normal ἔχειν μὲν μὴ θεωρεῖν δέ in the manner explained at 
the beginning of the present note. If we keep it steadily in view 
that the object of § 7 is not ‘to explain the difference of explicit 
and implicit knowledge,’ but merely to call attention to another 
kind τοῦ ἔχειν τὴν emorjuqr, the fact that this third kind τοῦ ἔχειν. 
resembles one of the two kinds distinguished in §§ 5 and 6 in 
being implicit need not trouble us. Indeed, without compromising 
the position taken up against Cook Wilson's view, one might 
admit (though 1 do not think thar it is necessary to do so) that this 
third kind of ἔχειν, being a variety of implicit ἔχειν, was perhaps 
not in the author's mind when he wrote § 5, but that he there 
thought merely of the broad specific difference between implicit 
ἔχειν and explicit yaw: cf. the opinion stated by Peters at the end 
of the following note, p. 217—' Action in spite of knowledge 
presents no difficulty (1) if that knowledge be not present at the 
time of action § 5, or (2) if, though the major (or majors) be known 
and present, the minor (or one of the minors) be unknown of 
absent § 6. But (3) other cases remain which can only be ex= 
plained by a further distinction introduced in § 75 #4 a man who 
has knowledge may at times be in a state in which his knowledge, 
though present, has lost its reality—in which, though he may 
repeat the old maxims, they mean no more to him than to one 
who talks in his sleep. Section 7, 1 venture to think, is (like § 2) 
nota repetition or an alternative version, but an afterthought, which 
requires the rewriting of the whole passage.’ 

In referring the words ἄλλον τρόπον τῶν νῦν ῥηθέντων to § 4, 
Cook Wilson says (paragraph 30) ‘There (ἡ ει in § 4) the only 
kinds of “having” belicf are having it doubtfully or having it 

* The words ἔχοντα μὲν ἀμφοτέρας κιτιλ, in § 6 are sufficient to show that 
not only the ἔχων μὲν ob χρώμενον δέ, but also the χρώμενον Is thought of as 
ἔχων -- ὦ point which Bywater’s reading and bracket in § 5. 1146 b. 34 conceal, 


inl 
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‘certainly, in each of these the “having” being actual, §§ 7 and 8 1147.4 10, 
add the case where the “having” is potential,’ Surely this view 
Fequires § 4 to say ‘there are two kinds of “having Anotwledye”— 

τοῦ ἔχειν τὴν émoriiuny—having it doubtfully and having it certainly, 
fn each of these the “having” being actual’: but § 4 compares 
ἐπιστήμη and 8éfe—does not mention two kinds τοῦ ὄχειν ἐπιστήμην, 
indeed says nothing about ‘ having '—fye»—cither δόξα or ἐπιστήμη: 
whereas the words with which § 7 begins—ii τὸ ἔχειν τὴν ἐπιστήμην 
Dror τρόπον τῶν νῦν ῥηθέντων ὑπάρχει τοῖς dv@pdrrois—seem to imply 
that the technical expression ἔχειν τὴν ἐπιστήμην does not occur here 
for the first time in the context, and that other modes τοῦ ἔχειν τὴν 
ἐπιστήμην have been mentioned before. 

The ἔχειν καὶ Oewptiv—txew μὲν μὴ θεωρεῖν 0—and ἔχειν πων καὶ μὴ 
ἔχειν of these δδ recall τὸ δυνοτὸν ὅτι ἤδη ἔστι κατὰ ὀνέργειαν.-- τὸ 
δυνατὸν ὅτι ἐνεργήσειεν ἂν--- αὐγὰ τὸ οὐδέποτε ἐνέργεια ἀλλὰ δύναμις μόνον 
οἵ de Interp. 13. 23 ἃ. 8-25, on which see Grote’s “ γίτγί, vol. i. pp, 
184, 185. 

Before leaving the subject of the τρόποι τοῦ ἔχειν τὴν ἐπιστή- 
py, 1 would call attention to the expressions οὐ θεωρῶν and οὐ 
Χρώμανος, used in §§ 5 and 6 to describe the state of the man 
whose ‘having’ is implicit. Θεωρεῖν and χρῆσθαι are terms applicable 
only to the man whose faculties are in normal working order, and 
the expressions οὐ ϑεωρῶν, οὐ χρώμενοε, are intended to show that one 
who easily could ‘think’ or ‘use simply does not happen to do 
0—as when an Englishman who ‘has’ a knowledge of German 
‘oes not happen to be reading a German book; but the ἔχειν of 
§ t which is practically equivalent το μὴ ἔχειν, and is defined, not 
by οὐ δεωρῶν, but by μαινόμενον, is knowledge which cannot, in the 
‘circumstances, be produced at will—it is tied up, as it were, like 
money in some bad wnrealisable security, 


§ 8. τοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς ἐπιστήμη} Cf Mel. Κ, 3, 1061 a. 3 ἑατρικὺς γὰρ α. 18. 
λόγος καὶ μαχαίριον λέγεται τῷ τὸ μὲν ἀπὸ τῆς ἰατρικῆς ἐπιστήμης εἶναι, τὸ 
δὲ ταύτῃ χρήσεμον. 


ἔπη λέγουσιν ᾿Εμπεδοκλέου:] Besides the poem περὶ φύσεων, κα, 20, 
Ἑιωροδοοῖει wrote a poem called καθαρμοί, in which the Agrigentines 
‘were exhosted to live piously and virtuously, See Mullach, #r. 
Phil, vol. i. pp. τὰ sqq, and Ritter and Preller, Hist. PA. §§ 167 
and 179. . 
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1147 0.22. συμφυῆναι] Ald. Sch. οὐονεὶ give γινόσθαι τὴν ὅξιν ἐν αὐτοῖς. The 
reading of KY συμφυῆναι, which Sus. and Bywater adopt in place of 
Bekker’s σνμφῖνοι, is supported by Ald, CCC, and BY, which have 
συμφνῆ εἶναι. 

κι. ξ 0. φυσικῶ] ‘Again, we may look at the more immediate 


remote and abstract explanation afforded by the great Aristotelian 
distinction of δύναμις and ἐνέργεια has been adduced rather than 
the proximate cause or οἰκεῖος λόγος, which an examination of the 
concrete nature (dio) of the phenomenon will make known. 
(For the distinction λογικῶν---φυσικῶς see note on i. 3. 4 πεπαδευν 
μένον 1094 Ὁ. 23, and on vil, 1. 6.1155 Ὁ. 2.) The proximate 
cause (οἰκεῖον λόγοι) of an incontinent act, or the precise mechanism 
by which it is produced, is not, however, given in the premises of 
the Practical Syllogism, as euch. The premissts of the Practical 
Syllogism, as such, explain all acts generally (Aepmie), not incon- 
tinent acts specially {φυσικῶν). The proximate cause of an incon 
tinent act is to be sought in the special manner in which ἐπιδημία, 
‘uses the mechanism of the Practical Syllogiam to attain its own 
object; and §§ 9, ro and 1x, in explaining the sophistical tse 
which ὀπεϑυμία makes of the Practical Syllogiem, give the οἰκεῖος λόγος 
of one form, at least, of incontinence [ἀσθένεια : see vii. 7. 8, and 
note on vii, 3, 5-11. 1146 Ὁ, 31), thus differing from § 6%, which 
‘merely mentions the premisses of the Practical Syllogism in con- 
nexion with the remark that the knowledge of the universal may be 
consciously realised, while that of the included particular may, on 
account of causes not specially stated, be latent. Section ἢ, with 
its οἰνωμένος, μαινόμενος, κοθεύδων, prepares us for the οἰκεῖος λόγος, 
stated in δὲ οτατ, 

2.26. ὅτον δὲ μία γένηται ἐξ αὐτῶν] ἡ. . when the conclusion results from 
the premisses: ὅταν δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς καϑύλου καὶ τῆε μεριεῆε δάξφε ἄλλην rend 
συναγάγωμεν δόξαν (Paraph.). 

4.37. ἔνθα μέν! εἰ μέν ἐστιν 7 δάξα θεωρητική (Paraph.), 

4. 35. ποιητικαῖς} =mpacrmaie: of. de Motu Anim. 7. 701 2. 2g αἱ δὲ 


gn ee com WOME λα are parallel to § δ᾽ ae 
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προτόσειε οἱ mowrwal. The Ald. Schol. has—é δὲ ταῖς ποιητεκηῖς, L147 a. 28. 
free ἂν δὲ Sow αἱ δόξαι ποιητικαὶ ἥτοι πραετικαί, ob δεῖ τὸ συμπέροσμα 
φάναι, ἀλλὰ πρᾶξαι. 

For the Practical Syllogism, sce note on vi. 2. 1, 1139 ἃ. 17, and 
Grant's excellent section on ‘the doctrine of the Practical Syllogism,’ 
Blkics, Essay iv. pp. 263-270. 

The de Mote Animalivm, inthe 7th chapter of which (yor a. 
7 5qq.) we find a detailed account of the Practical Syllogism, is a 
late Peripatetic work (sce Val. Rose, de Arist, Lid. Ord, ef Auct. pp. 
162-174); but the account does not seem to be in any way incon- 
sistent with what we find in £. WV, vii, or in de Anima iii, or εἶκε: 
where, in works presumably earlier than the de Motu Anim, It is 
just what we might expect, however, that the doctrine of the 
Practical Syllogism, originating doubtless in Aristotle's own wish to. 
find a neat logical formula for action corresponding to that found for 
ratiocination, would, because giving a neat logical formula, be put 
prominently forward by his follawers. Accordingly it is to a Tate 
treatise like the de Mote Anim, that we have to go for a detailed 
account of the Practical Syllogism. In reading this account, it is 
important that we should look behind iis scholastic phraseology, 
and remember that the ‘major premiss’ stands for the permanent 
‘organism of the animal (or the moral character of the man): the 
‘ininor premiss’ for τι stimulus coming from the environment, and 
calling forth a movement (or action)—‘the conclusion '—in 
accordance with the nature of the permanent organism of the 
animal (or moral character of the man). ‘Thus the major premiss, 
compared to the fixed socket of the joint, is said ἠρεμεῖν (de Anima 
Hii. re. 433 b. 22 sqq.), while the minor premiss is said κινεῖν---ἴο 
produce motions (or actions) with a sweep, as it were, controlled 
by the fixed socket of organic structure (or moral principle). With- 
Out the point d’apput of permanent organic structure (or fixed moral 
principle), and the particular stimuli of sense, animal motion (or 
moral action) is impossible. In short, the movements of an animal 
take place, in accordance with the structure of the animal, on the 
occasion of sense-stimull. In the doctrine of the Practical Syllogism 
this physiological truth ie put into scholastic form, and the formula 
applied more especially to the explanation of moral action, 

"The latter part of de Motu An. ch. 7 (from jor a. 36) and ch. 8 
‘may be read for the ‘physiology’ of the Practical Syllogism. Aa 
a small movement of the rudder produces a great movement at the 
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2247 a. 98. prow, so ἃ slight physical change or movement in an internal part, 


4.38. 


caused by the heat or cold induced by a πάθος, is communicated 
through nerves and muscles, and results in the manifest movement 
ofa limb: jor Ὁ. 13 sq. ἐν δὲ τῷ ζῴῳ δύναται +d αὐτὸ καὶ μεῖζον «τὸ 
ἴλαττον γίνεσθαι «αἱ τὰ σχήματα μεταβάλλειν, αὐξανομένων τῶν μορίων διὰ 
θερμότητα «οἱ πάλιν συστελλομένων διὰ ψύξιν κωὶ ἀλλοιουμένων, ἀλλοιοῦσι., 
δ' αἱ φαντασίαι καὶ αἱ αἰσϑῆσεις καὶ al two αἱ μὲν γὰρ αἰσθήσεις εὐθὺς 
ὑπάρχουσιν ἀλλοιώσεις τινὲς οὖσαι, ἡ δὲ φαντασία καὶ ᾧ νόησις τὴν τῶν 
πραγμάτων ἔχουσι δύνομιν' τρόπον γόρ τινα τὸ εἶδον τὸ νοούμενον τὸ τοῦ 
ϑερμοῦ ἡ ψυχροῦ ἢ ἡδέορ ἢ φοβεροῦ τοιοῦτον τυγχάνεν ἂν oly wep καὶ τῶν 
πραγμάτων ἕκαστον, διὸ καὶ φρίττουσι καὶ φοβοῦνται νοήσαντες μόνον" 
ταῦτα δὲ πάντο πάθῃ wai ἀλλοιώσεις εἰσίν, ἀλλοιουμένων δ᾽ ἐν τῷ σώματι τὰ 
μὲν μείζω τὰ δ᾽ ἐλάττω γίνεται, ὅτε δὲ μιαρὰ μεταβυλὴ γινομένη ἐν ἄρχε 
μεγάλας κοὶ πολλὰς ποιεῖ διαφορὰς ἅποϑεν, οὐκ ἄδηλον" olor τοῦ olamor 
ἀκαριαῖόν τι μεθισταμένου πολλὴ ἡ τῆν πρώραε γίνεται μετάστασιει «νον 
ἔστι δὲ τὰ λυπηρὰ καὶ ἡδέα πάντα σχοδὸν μετὰ ψύξεώε τινος καὶ ϑυρμότητοι". 
τοῦτο δὲ δῆλον ἐκ τῶν ποθημάτων' θάρρη γὰρ nal φόβοι καὶ ἀφροδισιασμοὶ 
καὶ τἄλλα τὰ σωματικὰ λυπηρὰ καὶ ἡδέα τὰ μὲν κατὰ μόριαν μετὰ θερμότητου 
ἢ ψύβεῶε ἐστι, τὰ δὲ καθ' ὅλον τὸ σῶμα" μνῆμαι δὲ καὶ ἐλπίδιε, οἷον εἰδώλοις, 
χρώμεναι τοῖε τοιούτοις, ὅτε μὲν ἧττον ὅτε δὲ μᾶλλον αἰτίαι τῶν αὐτῶσ 
εἰσίν. ὥστ᾽ εὐλόγωε Bq δημιουργεῖται τὰ ἐντὸε καὶ τὸ περὶ rhe ἀρχὰς ee 
ὀργανικῶν μορίων μεταβάλλοντα ἐς πεπηγότων ὑγρὰ καὶ ἐξ ὑγρῶν πεπηγόται 
καὶ μαλοκὰ καὶ σεληρὰ ἐξ ἀλλήλων τούτων δὲ συμβαινόνεων τὸν φράπαν 
τοῦτον, wai ἔτι τοῦ παθητικοῦ κοὶ ποιητικοῦ τοιαύτην ἐχόντων φύσιν οἴαν, 
πολλαχοῦ εἰρήκαμεν... ὁπότον μηδὲν ἀπολέπῃ αὐτῶν ἑκάτερον τῶν ἐν τῷ λόγῳ, 
εὐθὺς τὸ μὲν mout τὸ δὲ πάσχει, διὰ τοῦτο δ᾽ ἅμα ὡς εἰπεῖν vor ὅτε 
σορευτέον καὶ πορεύετων, ἂν pip τι ἐμποδίζη ἕτερον. τὰ μὲν γὰρ ὀργανναὰ 
μέρη πορασκευάζει ἐπιτηδείως τὰ πόθη, ἡ δ' ὄρεξιε τὰ πέίδη, τὴν δ' ὄρεξιν ᾧ 
φαντασία" οὕτη δὲ γίνεται ἡ διὰ νοήσεως } δι' αἰσθήσεων 


ξ 10. αὕτη δὲ ἐνεργεῖ] ἔστε δὲ καὶ ἡ μερικὴ δόξα ὅτι τόδε γλυκύ" ly δὲ 
ἡ μερικὴ δόξα ἐνεργεῖ (Ald. Schol.). So also Peters— Now when you 
have on the one side the universal jadgment forbidding you to taste, 
and on the other side the universal “all sweet things are pleasant” 
(ἐδύ here corresponds to γεύεσθαι δεῖ above: mo/e), and the particular 
judgment, " this thing before me is sweet,” and this latter judgment: 
is effectively present, or, in other words, appetite for the sweet is 
ther ! Grant's rendering, however, is grammatically 
8 referring οὕτη to the second universal proposition (ἢ δι), not to the 
μερικὴ δόξα under it—'When therefore there is in the mind one 
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‘teniversal which forbids tasting, but another which says “ all that is 1247 0.33, 


Sweet is pleasant” (having a minor) “this thing is sweet,” and 
thus the second universal is realised"! ¢. the second universal is 
applied in its minor. 


κινεῖν γὰρ ἕκαστον δύναται τῶν μορίων] Some (¢.g. Ramsauer) 4. 35. 


have taken this to mean—' for each of the '*Parts of the Soul "-- 
ἐδ, λόγον and driypia—can move the man'; but 1 have no doubt 
that τῶν μορίων are the ὀργανικὰ uépy-~' bodily parts,’ of the passage 
quoted above from the de Molw Anim. τὰ μὲν γὰρ ὀργωνικὰ μέρη παρω- 
oevier ἐπιτηδείωρ τὰ πάθη, ἡ δὲ ὄρεξις τὰ πόθη, and that the Paraph. is 
Fight with—j δ᾽ ἐπιθυμία μετὰ τῆς ἐδξηε ἐπὶ τὸ γευστὸν ἄγει δύναται γὰρ 
αἰνεῖν ἔραστον τῶν μορίων, λέγω δὲ τὰ οἰκείαν αἰσθήσεις τῷ ἐπιθυμητῷ, 
ὅρασιν ai ὁρατόν ἐστε τὸ ἡδὺ mpie ἑαυτὸν ἔλκει καὶ γεῦσιν τὸ γενστόν, 

Section 10, as I said, gives the proximate cause of an incontinent 
‘act, by exposing the sophistical use which ἐπιθυμία makes of the 
Practical Sy! 


logis. 

On the one side, we have the maxim of Reason—j μὲν καϑόλου § 
κλύουσα γεύεσθαι, and on the other side, the desire of sweet things. 
But the deperjs, unwilling to apply the maxim of Reason, and yet 
anxious not to seem to act without Reason, presents his irrational 
desire in the disguise of a rational, or true, proposition, which he 
‘makes the major premiss of a new Practical Syllogism, and his in- 
continent act, though really proceeding from irrational desire, seems 
to be the conclusion of this syllogism, and to be performed ‘under 
the influence of Reason’—éore συμβαίνει ὑπὸ λόγον mor καὶ δόξην 
ἀκρατεύεσθαι. He incontinenily tastes something sweet, and then 
pleads in justification of his act the authority of a principle 
which he can represent as a rational one; for it is certainly srue 
that ‘all sweet things are pleasant.’ It is not gud frue that this 
principle is contrary to the other principle—that of Right Reason 
‘cor Temperance—j κοθύλου ἢ κωλύουσα γεύεσθαι, but gud implying 
the desire fo disobey that principle. The two general propositions 
one one” ο indulgence in sweet things is evil,’ and ' Sweet things 
ἢ are both true, and, so far, there is no contrariety 
Sees; but when the Jatier is put thus in its true colour, 
| ΝΕ must have sweet things!’ then its contraricty to the former 
becomes evident. Ἢ μερικὴ δόξα---" this thing is sweet,’ and the corre- 
‘sponding καθύλου---' αἹ] sweet things are pleasant,’ are placed in an 
attitude of opposition to the principle of Temperance by their 


Mm 
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1147. 35. association with desire, although ἐμ /Aemselves they are not opposed 
to that principle—éere συμβαίνει ὑπὸ λόγου mas καὶ B6Eqr 
οὐκ ἐναντία δὲ καθ᾽ αὐτήν, ἀλλὰ κατὰ συμβεβηκόε-τ-ἦ γὰρ ἐπιϑυμία ἐναντία 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ἡ δύξο---τῷ ὀρθῷ λόγῳ, The λόγοι, under the influence of 
which the deporje is said to act incontinently, is simply bis pee 
of uncontrolled ἐπιθυμία transmuted into the true proposition—all 
sweet things are pleasant.’ But it is not the truth of this prov 
position that is in dispute, but its value as a principle of conduct, 
It is no justification of an incontinent act to say “all sweet things 
are pleasant,’ when this only means—*I am passionately fond of 
sweet things,’ and the point at issue is—* Ougéy I to yield to my 
passion?’ ‘The Ald, Schol. has a good note—obe ἐναντία δέ dors 
καθ᾽ οὑτὸ ἡ δόξα ἡ μερικὴ ὁ λέγουσα ὅτι τόδε γλυκύ ἐστι τῷ λόγῳ τῷ καϑόλον. 
τῷ λέγοντι obdevde γλυκέος ἀπογούεσθαι δεῖ" ποῖαν γὰρ ἐναντιότητα Fyouen + 
γήνονται δὲ ἐναντία κατὰ συμβεβηκόν, διότι γὰρ συμβέβηκε τῆ ἐπιθυμίᾳ 
συνελθεῖν τῇ μερικῇ δόξᾳ καὶ καταναγκάσαι τὴν γεῦσιν γεύσασθαι τοῦδε τοῦ 
γλυκέος τ-τοῦ ¢. ἡ μερικὴ δόξα, ‘this is sweet,’ is the acoesion of con- 
trariety to the moral law, by arousing desire, which is directly 
contrary to it, Then men attempt to excuse themselves by plead~ 
ing the ‘rationality of their desire'—by transmuting ἐπιθυμία into 
πᾶν γλυκὺ ἡδύ, ‘Die Sophistik der Begierde, von der unter ἐξ τὸ, 
11 die Rede ist (says Rassow, Forsch. p. tag, note), macht sich natr- 
lich noch auf anderen Gebieten geliend, als dem der ἀκρασία, und 
sic ist um so gefihrlicher, je mehr sic das 780 in cine sittliche Form 
mu kleiden weiss. Der Feige, der sein Leben nicht preis giebt, 
weil er sich fr seine Kinder erhalten will, der Hungernde, der 
stichlt, indem er dem sicbenten Gebote das Gebot der Selbater- 
halung gegentberstellt, sind derartige Sophisten.’ Cf. Plut. de 
Virt, Mor, 6 συφιστικῆς οὖν ψυχῆς ἡ ἀκρασία. 


ba. § 21. τὰ θηρία οὐκ ἀκρατῆ] because ἀκρασία implies a struggle 
between ἐπιθυμία and Adyor, and the brutes have not λόγοι, They 
have no principle ‘forbidding them to taste’; they cannot even 
construct a spurious λόγον by transmuting τουτὶ γλυκύ into τἂν yAwel 
ἡδὺ, They have nothing but the impression ot idea of the pasti- 
cular—olov ὁ ivor ἐνόπεσε τῷδε τῷ βόθρῳ, διὸ καὶ ἔκτοτε av τὸν βάδρεν 
φωντάζεται ὅτι ἐκεῖ ἔπεσε κοὶ ἀποφεύγει οὐτόν (Ald. Sch.). Cf EE ih 
8. 1224 ἃ. 26 οὐ γὰρ ἔχει τὰ ἄλλα ζῷα λόγον καὶ ὅρεξιν ἐναντίαν; ἀλλὰ 
τῇ ὀρέξει Gyr ἐν δ' ἀνθρώπῳ ἔνεστιν ἔμφω, 


5.8. 6132. φυσιολόγων] See Grant's note ad ἦρε, He quotes Sext, 
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οἰσθητικοὶ πόροι ate closed, and the voir is cut off from its connexion 
‘with τὸ περιόχον. The treatise de Somno also gives a physiological 
account of sleep and waking, in which ἀναθυμιάσεις, produced by τὸ 
θερμόν, and rising to the sleeper’s brain, play an important part. 
‘The Aid. Schol, probably with a recollection of this account, 
speaks of the ἀναδυμιάσειν of drunkenness in his note on the present 
passage. 


§§13,14.] If Ramsaucr’s very plausible conjecture—dé after b. 0. 
ταύτην Ὁ, to—be accepted (it is accepted by Susemihl), the words 
duet b. ὁ. . . Spor b. τα make the protasis, the apodosis beginning 
‘with καὶ foe Ὁ, 14: if Ramsauer's conjecture be not accepted, 
ἀπὸ Ὁ. 9... πράξεων Ὁ. 10 ἐξ the protasis, and ταύτην b. 10... 
Ἐμπεδοκλέους Ὁ, τὰ the apodosis of one sentence ; while καὶ dud 
Bb. tg. . « ὅρον b. τα is the protnais, and καὶ ἔοικεν be rg. «= συμ- 
βείνειν Ὁ. τῷ the apodosis of another sentence. This is the alter- 
‘native accepted by Bywater. Bekker’s punctuation—a comma 
aller "Bpmedoedfovs, and a full stop alter dpor-—must, one would 
think, be due to the printer. It gives no construction. 

T understand §§ 13, 14, in their connexion with the whole 
chapter, as follows—T8 ἀερατεύεσθοι has been accounted for by the 
Jatency of the knowledge of the particular, and it has been carefully 
pointed out that, although the knowledge of the particular is latent, 
that of the universal is actively present in consciousness—txorra piv 
οὐδὲν κωλύοι πράττειν παρὰ τὴν ἐπιστήμην, χρώμενον μέντοι τῇ 
κοδύλου ἀλλὰ μὴ τῇ κατὰ μέρος ᾧ 6—if a man’s knowledge of the 
ti viz, that ‘this particular act is wrong’—be rendered 
Jatent by passion (see δὲ 7 and 8), there will be nothing to prevent 
him performing the wrong act, for it is one’s view of a particular 
δεῖ, not one’s general maxim of conduct, which is the immediate 
antecedent or efficient cause of the performance of the particular 
‘act: without the δύξα οἱσδητοῦ, the act could never take place—see 
de Anmirea iii. 11. 434 2. 19 ἤδη αὕτη κινεῖ ἡ δόξω (1. 6. ἢ τοῦ καϑ' 
ἄκασναν, οὐχ ἡ παθέλον, ἢ ἄμφω" ἀλλ᾽ ἡ μὲν ἡρεμοῦσα μᾶλλον (1, 4 88. ἃ 
principle, and poiné d’appur), ἡ δ' οὔ. Now, ἡ δόξα 
Released xpla rs εϑάξευ» w ( ¢, their efficient cause or κινητιαῇ αἰτία), 
which is rendered latent by passion, is a ‘ minor premiss’; and, 
“since the knowledge involved in the minor premiss is not really 
ἐπιστήμη, ας is that involved in ᾿Ξ ‘major premiss, we can see that 
VOL. πὶ 


Enpir, Adv. Afath.vii,129, on the theory of Heraclitus, that in sleep the 1147 ν, 8. 
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1147 b. 9. the Socratic position is not without foundation: the passion which 


prevails in Incontinence is not matched directly against real know= 
ledge (οὐ γὰρ τῆς evpioe ἐπιστήμης εἶναι δονούσην παρούσης γίνεται τὸ 
πόθοι § 14)—real knowledge, though consciously present in the 
mind of the departs, is not near enough [οὐ apotens) to this passion 
to be buffeted about and suppressed by it (οὐδ᾽ αὕτη eputAwera: διὰ τὸ 
πάθον) + it is only the knowledge of the particular (ἢ οἰ σθητικῷ πι- 
στήμη -- δόξα alednrov) which stands near enough to the passion to 
be affected by it, or, indeed, is of a nature to be affected by it 
στ δ suppressed and rendered latent by it, But this knowledge 
of the particular (that ‘this particular thing is wrong”), as we 
said, is not really knowledge (ἐπιστήμη) τ 0, we have explained 
ἀκρασία (knowing the right and doing the wrong) without entirely 
discrediting the Socratic position. ‘This is a result in perfect keep~ 
ing with the principle of procedure laid down In vil x. 5 δεῖ δὲ 

νον δεικνύναι μάλιστα μὲν πάντα τὰ ἔνδοξα περὶ ταῦτα τὰ midy, εἰ δὲ pi, τὰς 
πλεῖστα καὶ κυριώτατα, 1 am accordingly unable to agree with Cook 
Wilson that an ‘obvious concession of the Socratic principle” 
(Arist. Stud, paragt. 60) is contained in ch. 3 generally, and in 
§§ 13 and 14 in particular, which contributes to make it probable 
that the chapter is not by the same author as some of the most im- 
portant parts of Δ᾽ ΔΙ vii. I would put the case, as between 
Socrates and the writer of this chapter, thus—Socrates denied the 
existence of depacia, because ἐπιστήμῃ cannot be conquered by mite, Ὁ, 
‘The writer of this chapter opposes the view that ἀκρασία does not 
exist; but ‘concedes’ the point that true ἐπιστήμη cannot be 
conquered by πείθοι. He is enabled to make this ‘concession " by 
drawing a distinction—the ἀερατῆς has actively present in his enknd 
the true ἐπιστήμη, the general proposition that ‘it is wrong to yield 

10 πόθον; but this ἐπιστήμῃ, to quote the expression used in de Am, 
iii, 11. 434 a. 20, ἡρεμεῖ widdur, and can touch action only through 
the intermediation of the δόξα αἰσθητοῦ---" to do this particular act 
would be to yield τὸ midos.’ ‘This δόξα οἰσϑητοῦ, however, is not 
true ἐπιστήμη, and its latency, caused by πάθοι, sufficiently accounts 
for the oceurrence of an act of deparia, without obliging us to say, 
against Socrates, that true ἐπιστήμη ix affected by mio. ‘The 
clause οὐ γὰρ τῆν κυρίων ἐπιστήμην εἶναι δοκούσης παριύσης γίνεται τὸ 
wifes I understand to mean that ‘the affection {τὸ depareivndas) 
does not occur in the immediate presence of real knowledge* 
—'‘real knowledge,’ though actively present in the comscioussess 


aad 


BOOK Vil; CHAP.3; §§ 13, 14. 163 


of the dsparijs, does not operate as an efictent couse (ob κινεῖ de Am. 147 b. 9. 


iil, τα, 434 2. 20) of action, and so does not come into conflict with 
ἐκιθυμῖα. Only particulars can come to close quarters with 
particulars, Only μερικοὶ δύξαι are bps τῶν πρύξεων, and the 
μερικὴ δόξα, * this is wrong,’ is defeated by another μερικὴ *%fu—that 
οἵ ἀπιϑυμῖα---" ἴι is pleasant.’ While I am at one with Cook Wilson 
{paragr. 66) in thinking that the context docs not’ allow us to 
understand τῆς κυρίων ἐπιστήμης to mean the presence of both minor 
and major premisses*, 1 cannot accept his view that οὐ γὰρ τῆς 
πρίων ἐκιστήμηε εἶναι δοκούσης πορούσης wv.d. means that ‘the 
Socratic opinion about ἀκρασία agrees with the theory just given, 
inasmuch as knowledge proper Aas nof deeu allowed to the ἀκρατής" τ 
‘and consequently I cannot follow him in a difficulty which lic ex- 
presses a few lines below— The reason (which the present passage) 
assigns for the absence of knowledge proper is “that the minor 

is not so much of the nature of true knowledge as the 
major” ‘This must mean that the deparje has not tue ἐπιστήμη, 
because he has only the minor and not the major, which of course 
is in direct contradiction to the beginning of § 13 and to the restof 
the chapter.” 

According to the view which I have attempted to state above, it 
is pot argued in § τῷ ‘that the deparis has not truc ἐπιστήμη," but 
“that the true ὀκισγήμην which he has—and has consciously—is not 
in a position to be affected by πάθος, because it is universal, and so 
does not enter the arena of particular action.’ 

While the word παρούσης may be thus, I think, satisfactorily 

T have considerable doubt as to its genuineness. The 
hotnoeoteleutan doxvdeny παρούσης * is suspicious, and the awkward- 
ness of having to take τὸ πόθος in a different sense afier γίνεται and 
διά respectively—as ‘the affection, viz, ἀκρασία in the first case, 
and as‘ passion’ in the second case *—seems to suggest that there 
is something wrong in the text as it stands. I offer the conjecture, 
T confess with hesitation—for what it is worth—that παρούσης 


represents περι and a dittograph of the termination of δοκούσης, the 


* Ramsauer anderstancs the words to mean this. 

5 CCE and NC, however, have γῆν xuplan οὖναι δοκούσης ἐπιστήμης παρούσης, 

5 Rameaner says ‘10 πάθον va 16 intelligas τὸ τῆς ἀκροσίος quod fit διὰ τὸ 
πόσοι να. irae gel δεῖς quasi fmpetum,’ Similarly, Stahr teonsiates the 
frst sddos by Unentbaltamkelt, the second by Leidenschaft. Both Grant and 
‘Peters mansge ingeniously to render wédor in each place by phrasce con- 
taining ‘condition,’ or * passion." 


1147 bo 


bold. 
Ὁ. 17, 
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dittograph ovene having (by a blunder which sometimes appears in 
MSS.) inserted itself between the wepe and the γίνεται of an original 
περιγίνεται, The deliberate alteration of the resulting περιούσης into 
παρούσης would then be natural, even if παραγίνεται had not, before 
the insertion of the dittograph ovens, taken the place af mepryiverae, 
by a blunder which often* occurs in MSS. The sentence then 
would originally stand—od yip rie κυρίων ἐπιστήμην αἶνον δοανύσηε 
περιγίνεται τὸ πάθος, οὐδ᾽ αὕτη περεέλεεται διὰ τὸ πάθος, ἀλλὰ ris 
αἰσθητικῆς. Here τὸ πόθος means " passion’ in both places, and τῆν 
αἰσθητικῆς is governed, as is τῇς xupive ἐπιστήμης, by περιγίνεται gets 
the better of 

The following is the Paraphrast's explanation of δῇ 13 and 14. 
Tt seems to me to be a very satisfactory explanation of the text as 
it stands: Ὅταν δὲ ἐν τῷ πάθει γίνηται ὁ ἀκρατής, τὴν ἐλάττω πρότασεν, 
τὴν κυρίαν τῶν πράξεων, τὴν ὅτε τόδε κακόν, ἢ οὐκ ἔχει οὐδαμῶς οὐδὲ 
ἐπίστοτοι͵ ἢ οὕτως ἔχει ὥσπερ οἱ μεθύοντες ci of μαινόμενοι ἔπη rok καὶ 
ἀποδείξοις λόγουσιν" ἤἄλλως τα, ὅτι οὐδὲ ἡ ἐλάττων πρότασιε ἀὐτὴ κοῦ 
αὑτὴν ἐπιστημονικῇ ἐστιν, ὥσπερ ἡ κοθάλον καὶ μείζων, ὥστε Toveer, ὅ' 
ἐζήτει Σωκράτης συμβαίνειν" οὐ γὰρ παρούσης τῆς ευρίωε εἶναι δικεώσην 
ἐπιστήμης, ἥτις ἐστὶν ἦ κοδόλου, γίνεται τὸ πάδυν οὗ γὰρ ταύτης κρατεῖ § 
ἐπιθυμία" ἀλλὰ τῆς κυρίαε τῶν πράξεων, ἥνεε ἐστὶν ἡ ἐλάττων καὶ ἡ wepl τὰ 
καθέκαστα ταύτην γὰρ διαφθείρει ὁ πράττων, ἥτις ἐστὶ πυρὶ τὼς πράξειε" 
καὶ αὕτῃ περιέλκετωι διὰ τὸ πόϑοι, οὔχ ἡ καδύλου. 

18. ἐζήτει] ‘sought to establish " (Peters). 

$14. τῆς αἰσθητικῆς] See Grant's note: he quotes Sext. Expir. 
Adv. Math, 145 on the ἐπιστημονικὴ αἴσθησις of 
which is described a8 ἡ μεταλαμβάνουσα τῆς κατὰ τὸν λόγον (ie τὸν 
ἐπιστημονικὸν λόγον) ἀληθείαι. 


CHAPTER IV. 


AgGument. 


Let us now deterntine the sphere of incontinence, strictly 10 called 

Ut is fain that continence and endurance, incontinence and seftmess, art 
relative to pleasures and pains, 

Now the things which cause pleasure are either necessary, tuck an food, 


+ Thave cousted in. V, v eight cases in which παρά ant sists se confused 
ty NC; and in two out of the four places in which wapaylverss 
(acceding to Grant lndea) ta the Α Δ᾽ epeyrera Ia the eaaiog afta Et 
or MSS. 


| 
| 
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or not mecearary, ut desimble in themselves, such as honour, or wealth, There 
ey needle owre sound judgment, exceed in relation to there batier 
sources of are ne described as * incontinent’ stmply: the term ts 
indeed applicd to therm, but wot in itt strict sence, only with a qualifying 
co Speed bout honour or about wealth.’ That * éucomtimence” 
Hat different meanings az ascrited on the ene hand ἐν the wan whe ylekds 
against Ais κάνει ἐν te pleasure of gating honour or woslth, or of giving 
tent ἐν Ais anger, and on te other Aamd 10 the man who yields against Aés 
4» the Neasures of touch and taste, ἐπ shown by the céreumstance that 
‘me ame it in the latter case as ἃ form of vice, but not in the former case ; amet 
alas by the circumstance thet we call people ‘soft! in relation to the sensations 
of tome aed baste, but in relation to honour er wealth. Our conclusion, 
thes, is that the term incontinent” is applicd sisictly, and without guatifying 
exit, τὸ the man wks errs, againit his judgment aud resolve, in relation 
fe these pleaneres \and pains) of touch and taste, in relation to which the 
cesta ar intemperate man errs deliberately, and the lemperaie exam 
sherves madleration, Nomdiiiberate excess in the pursuit of such ebjets as 
Aowour and weairk {gout and destrable in themsetves) ἀρ ' incontinence’ with a 
ualification > siwilarly, τοῦ hove 10 aid a qualification, if we apply the terme 
“incontinent? 10 one who yields to the wnwatural pleasures which way be 
erived fore the coutraries of things good and derivable in themelves, * Faceu- 
Himewce” is ascribed with qualification also te the man who cannot restrain 
‘Aes anger; without qualification only wo the man who exceeds, aguinst his 
Jrokgment and resolve, in relation to the normal pleasures of touch and taste. 


$1. ἐφεξῆς! See εἶν, 3. § τι 1146 b. εἶτα wend. 


$2. ἐπεί] here=‘whereas’: see Cook Wilson, Arist Stud. parag. v.23. 


39. ‘The apodosis begins with rode μὲν οὖν πρὸς ταῦτα Ὁ, 31. Of 
Simplicius (fol. 56 δ) quoted by Trend. on de Ax, ill. 3. 1—év δὲ 
τῇ λέξει (Fe. de An. iii. 3. 1) πρὸς τὸν ἐπεὶ ebvBeopor διὰ paxpod ἀπο- 
δέδωκεν ὅτι κτλ. + διὰ τὴν διὰ μακροῦ ἀπόδοσιν τὸν οὖν προσϑεὶν 
σένδεσμων. 


ἀναγκαῖα] Sce Ref. 558 βούλει οὖν, ἣν 8 ἐγὼ, ἵνα μὴ σκοτεινῶς Β, 94, 


διαλεγώμεθα, πρῶτον ὀρινὼμεθα τάν τε ἀναγκαίουε ἐπιθυμίας καὶ τὰς μῇ «5. 
οὐκοῦν ἄς τε οὐκ ἂν οἷοί τ' εἶμεν ἀποτρέψαι, δικαίως ἂν ἀναγκαῖαι καλοῖντο, 
nat ὅσοι ὁποτελούμεναι ὠφελοῦσιν ἡμᾶς; τούτων γὰρ ἀμφοτέρων ἐφίεσθαι 
ἡμῶν τῇ φύσει ἀνόγκη. .. . . ἄς γέ rue ὁπαλλάξοιεν ἄν, εἰ μελετῴη ἐκ νέου, 
καὶ πρὸς οὐδὲν ὀγαθὸν ἑνοῦσοι δρῶσιν, αἱ δὲ καὶ τουναντίον, πόσας ταύτας « 
μὴ ἀνυγκαίον φαῖμεν εἶναι, ἄρ᾽ οὐ καλῶς ἂν λέγοιμεν j «ὁ. προιλώμεθα δή 
rs παράδουγμα ἑκατέρων, αἵ εἶσιν, ἵνα τύπῳ λάβωμεν abri 
Ἐν τ ie ere αὶ μέ καὶ αἱ 
ἀναγκαῖον ἂν ++ i πέρα τούτων καὶ ἀλλοίων ἐδεσμότων ἣ τοιούτων 
ἐαιϑυμία, sad ον san τὰ wooly (2c τὸν τὠλὰν 
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NAT Ὁ. 2A. ἀπολλάττεσθαι͵ καὶ βλαβερὰ μὲν σώματι HraBep’ δὲ ψυχῇ πρόε re φρόνησιν, 


καὶ τὸ σωφρονεῖν, dpd γε ὀρθῶς οὐκ ἀναγκοία ἂν καλοῖτο; 

For the Aristotclian use of ἀναγκαῖον, Rassow (#orsch. Ὁ, ἃ, nove t) 
compares Α΄. Δ. i. 9, 7. 1099 Ὁ. 27, χ, 6 2. 1176 Ὁ), 2; Pak 1333 
ἃ, 32, 1338 a. 13 and 32. 


ba, ἔθεμεν) Δ΄. Σ΄ ili, 2, or ZN, ili. 10, When we use the term 


ἀκρατὴς simply by itself (mer) without qualifying addition, we 
signify the man who yields, after a struggle, to those bodily 
pleasures (of touch and taste), the deliberate pursuit of which con- 
stitutes dxohaola: but the man who pursues gain incontinently can 
be called deparis only with a qualifying πρόσθεσις---ἀκρατὴς κέρδους: 
also the man who does not succeed in controlling his anger i 
ἀκρατὴς with a πρόσθεσις---ϑυμοῦ. 

Rassow (Forsch. pp. 21, 22) has called attention to the ereum- 
stance that § 5 goes over the same ground as § 2; and Cook 
Wilson (Arist. Stud. purags. ὅτ and 37-42) resolves the whole 
chapter into duplicate passages forming different versions. 
resolution (Table 11) is as follows :— 

A ξ τ (Introduction common to both versions), 

Β, 8. 1 det... ἡδέων ΞΞ Β, ὃ 5 ἐπεὶ ον, ἐπερβώλλειν, 

C, robs μὲν or—obdiie =C,§ 5 διό,.. § 6 namin, 

D, § 3 τῶν 8 —§ 4 Αύπαν εἶναι =D, § 6 ὥσπερ---Φαμέν. 
‘Both columns,’ saye Cook Wilson p. 8, ‘begin with ée 84, and it 
will be seen that cither may be read alter the first section of the 
chapter, A, with equal coherence both in syntax and subject-matter, 
‘Thus each of ihe two orders A B, C, D,, A B, C, D, yields a ebapier 
‘on the same subject as the other, and very like it’ 1 entirely agree 
with this statement of the case; I also agree with Cook Wilson's 
conclusion (parag. 42) that there are differences in style and subject | 
matter between the two columns which ‘point in the direction of 
diversity rather than of unity in the authorship.” The discrepancy Ὁ 
also between #. Κ᾽ iii and Z. Δ, iti on the one side, and this ch, ὦ) 
on the other, with respect to the object of σωφρυαύνη and ἀκυλασέα,, 
is a point of great interest noticed by Cook Wilson (parag. 39) 
and I am inclined to think with him that it proves that this chapter 
is not by the writer either of £. £. iii or of 2. iit. 


καὶ θυμοῦ] The position of ἀκρασία θυμοῦ in ch, 4," sys Cook 
Wilson (parag. 70), is not without obscurity, for ϑυμόν cannot be 
called φύσιε αἱρετόν, φύσει τῶν καλῶν καὶ ἀγαθῶν, αἱρετὸν καδ᾽ αὐτό, ἐπι the 


al 
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same sense as the examples κέρδος, τιμή, νίκη: it is not classed with 147 b,34_ 
these higher ἡδέα, and ἀκρασίο in respect of it is associated with 
ἀερασία in respect of them without explanation. Perhaps the over+ 
sight occasioned later the introduction of a separate proof in ch. vi 
that ἀκρασία ϑυμοῦ is not so blameworthy as ἀκρασία of bodily 
pleasures: and it is worth notice that § 3 (ch. 6. 1149 Ὁ. 19) adds, 
a8 corollary, the assertion that it is not properly (ἀπλῶν) ἀκρασία, 
‘without reference to the result of ch, iv, which may well have been 
thought insufficient.’ The suggestion here made by Cook Wilson 
seems to be supported by a passage in AY, A. ii, δ. 1202 Ὁ, g— 
referred to by Rassow (Forsch. p. 47) in his discussion of the place 
of ch. 6 in £. Ν. vii (sce below, note on vii. 6. 1, a. 24): ἔστιν γὰρ, 
περὶ ἡδονὰς καὶ λύπας τὸς σωματικὴν ὁ ἁπλῶφ ἀκρατῆν.---δῆλον δὲ καὶ 
ὁτεῦθεν, ὅτι περὶ ταῦτα § ἀερασία' ἐπεὶ γὰρ ψεντὸς ὁ ἀερατῆε, ψεκτὰ οἷροι 
δεῖ τὰ ὑποκεύμενα' τιμὴ μὲν οὖν κοὶ δόξα καὶ ἀρχὴ καὶ χρήματα cod περὶ Gow 
᾿πυὺτ λους ὧδ ἀρ qperrd, αἱ δ' {Boral of σαβατυωῶ ‘porns 
᾿ διὸ εξεύτως ὁ περὶ ταύτας ἂν μᾶλλον τοῦ δέοντος, οὗτος ἀκρατὴς τελέωρ 
ΤΟ Aéyeran ἐπειδὴ δέ ἐστι τῶν περὶ τὰ ἄλλω ἀκμασεῶν λεγομένων ἡ περὶ τὴν 
ὀργὴν οὖσα ἀερασία ψεκτοτάτη, πότερον ψεκτοτέρα ἐστὶν ἡ περὶ τὴν ὀργὴν ἢ 
ἢ τορὶ τὸς ἡδονέε ;—then follows a passage founded on Τὶ NV. vii. 6, 


ὥνπερ ἄνθρωπος ὁ τὰ Ὀλύμπια νικῶν" ἐκείνῳ γὰρ... ὅμως ἕτερος ἣν] b. 35. 
restores νικῶν from Kb, in place of Bekker’s νενικηκώς, 
| Cambr, is, 20 far a5 I know, the only MS. which agrees with ΚΡ in 
giving νικῶν, I explain the passage as follows, making ἄνθρωπον, 
| a sepa Olympionices" in the school-example—“ The 
jionices is a man,” will illustrate the distinction between the 
| ἀκρατὴς δαλῶς and the ἀκρατὴς κατὰ πρόσθεσω, The Olympionices,” 
| though described yenerully as “a man,” has also, gud “ Οἰγτημρίον 
| nices,” a notion of his own, which differs, slightly indeed, but yet 
‘differs, from the notion “‘man.”' Cf, Pol. iii. 2. 1276 Ὁ, 21 (quoted 
by Zell) τῶν δὲ πλωτήρων καίπερ ἀνομοίων ὄντων τὴν δύναμιν (ὁ μὲν γάρ, 
ἔστιν dpirys, ὃ δὶ κυβερνήτην, ὃ δὲ mpypeds, ὃ δ᾽ ἄλλην τινὰ ἔχων τοιαύτην 
᾿ἀπωσομίαν) δῆλον te 6 μὲν δεριβέστατος ἑκάστου λόγον ἴδιον ἔστοι τὴς 
| ἄρετῆε, ὁμοίων δὲ καὶ κοινόν τις ἀφαρμόσει πᾶσιν, ἡ γὸὺρ σωτηρία τῆς ναντι- 
Max ἔργον ἐστὶν αἰτῶν πάντων" τούτου yap ἕκυστον ὀρέγεται τῶν τιλωτήρων. 
‘The writer means that the man who is incontinent in relation to 
certain bodily pleasures is ἀκρατής without qualification, and the 
‘man who is incontinent in relation to money is ἀκρατής with that 
qualification, just a3 ἄνθρωπον, when unqualified, stands for (gov λογικὸν 


a 
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147 v.35. θνητόν, but when qualified as 4 τὸ ᾿ολύμπια νικῶν, stands for gor λογιεῖν 


θνητὸν ἀθλοφόρον. So ths Paraph—'O μὲν οὖν πρὸς τὰ ἡδέα ὑπερβάλλων 
τὰ μὴ ἀναγεοῖα οὗ λέγεται ἁπλῶς χωρὶς προσθήκης ἀκρατής, ἀλλὰ ἀκρατὴς 
δόξης, ἡ ἀκρατὴς πλούτον, ὡς ἕτερος ὧν ἐκείνον τοῦ «υρίωρ καὶ ἁπλῶν 
ἀκρατοῦς, ὀνομαζόμενος δὲ ἀκρατὴς διά τινα πρὸς ἐκνῖνον ὁμοιόνητα καθάπνρ, 
διαφέρει ὁ ἄνθρωπος ὁ τὰ Ὀλύμπια νενικηκὼς τοῦ ἁπλῶν ἀνθράπται" καὶ γὰρ 
al καὶ μικρόν ἐστι τὸ διάφορον αἰτῶν, ἄλλ᾽ ὅμων διαφέρει, «αἱ ἕτερόε ἔστι. 
διὰ τὴν προσθήκην. Clearly the parallel here is not an exact one: 
the Olympionices is called a mam, because he bas ἀλοκλήρως the 
nature of man, and is included within the class man: whereas the 
ἀκρατὴς εέρδουε ig not included within the class of the depareie ἁπλῶς, 
but belongs to a class which is coordinate with it, Under the 
general notion of dkparjs fall (x) ὁ τῶν σωμοτεκῶν ἡδονῶν daparge=é 
ἁπλῶν ἀερατῆς, and (2) ὁ εέρδουε (Or τιμῆε) deparhe: ὁ ἁπλῶς aeparfe ὦ 
does not include ὁ κέρδους ἀκροτῆς, a8 ὁ ἁπλῶς ἄνθρωπον includes ὅ τὰ 
᾿Ολύμπια νικῶν, Rather, in the expression ἀκρατὴν κέρδου, the proper 
meaning of the term ἀκρατῇς Is metaphorically extended, as the 
proper meaning of man (=human being) is extended in the ex- 
pression ‘wild max of the woods’ (=ape). Nor do 1 think that 
the parallel between the ἀκρατὴς κυτὰ πρόσθεσιν and the Olympionices 
would be made more strict if we accepted the incredible and plainly 
‘aetiological’ story about the Olympian victor whose proper name 
was “Avépamos—see Alex. Soph, Elench, 316 a. 34 ὥσπερ κα 5 
‘Odvamoriane ὠνυμάζετο αὐτὸ τοῦτο “Ανθγωποι, Alex, Zap. 262 δ. 14 
ἄνθρωπος ἦν γὰρ καὶ ἴδιον ὄνομα τοῦτο τοῦ ᾿Ολυμπεονίκον πύκτον of ἐν 
᾿Ηθικηῖς ἐμνημόνευσεν. Suidas sv. ἄνθρωποε,--- ἄνθρωπος τὸ προσηγορεκάν᾽ 
καὶ “Ανθρωπος ἴδιον ὄνομα οὗ ἐν ἠθικοῖς "Ἀριστοτέλης μνημονεύει, ‘Eustath, 
HLA. p. 847 καὶ ᾿ολυμπιονίκην ris κατὰ κυριωνυμίαν ἐκλήθη ᾿Αγόραποι. 
Mich. Eph. on γῇ. Wie. ν. init. fol. δ Ὁ ἢ δὲ προκειμένη ἀρετῇ (i.¢. 
ἡ κατὰ μέροι δικυιυσύνη) δικαιοσύνη μὲν λέγεται καὶ ὀνομάζεναι τῷ τῆς ὅλης 
δικαιοσύνης ὀνόματι" ἄνομα δ᾽ ἴδιον οὔκ ἐκληρώσατο, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ ἐκεῖνος ὁ 
ὀλυμπιονίτηε οὐ Σωκρώτης οὐ Πλάτων οὐκ ᾿Αριστείδην͵ ἀλλὰ τῷ κοινῷ πάντα. 
ἀνθρώπων ὀνόμοτι ἄνθρωπος ὀνομάζεται, οὗτω καὶ ἦ παροῦσα ἀρετὴ δικαιοσύνῃ, 
καλεῖται τῷ κοινῷ τῆς ὅλης δικωιοσύνην ὀνόματι. Ald. Schol. on the 
Present passage—Gomep εαὶ ἦν τις νικῆσας εἰς τὰ ᾿Ολύμπια καὶ Geom 
“Ἀνθρωπος, ὥσπερ ὁ δεῖνα ἀκούει Σωκράτης ἢ Πλάτων, ἀμείνον γὰρ ὁ arte 
λόγον Froud καθόλον ἄνθρωπος Frou τὸ (Gor λογικὸν θνητὸν μικρὸν διέφερε, 
τοῦ ἰδίου ὀνόματοο' ἄνθρωπος γὰρ καὶ οὗτος ἤκουε" μιαρὰ γάρ τεῦ poet 
ποιεῖ τὴν διωφοράν" οἱ μίλλοντοε γὰρ δηλώσω, αὐτὸν «αὶ διαχωρόσαν trie 
ἀπὸ τοῦ «οθόλον, προσετίθουν ὅτι ὁ ἄνθρωπος ὁ τὰ Ὅλόμπια νενικηκώς, 


| 
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This story is accepted by Michelet, Williams, and Stahr. Stahr 11476, 36. 


indeed adds a finishing touch to the myth which is worth recording 
{p. 240, note 2)—‘ Anthrdpos mit langem 6 heisst auf griechisch 
Mensch, Der Sieger in den olympischen Spielen hiess nun eben- 
falls Anthropos (vgl, Suidas s.v. “Ανθρωπον), aber wabracheinlich 
wurde sein Name mit kurzem & gesprochen und geschrieben.’ 
Grant's suggestion that the historical tenses διέφερεν and ἦν gave 
tise to the fiction about a person called *Avépwmos is probably cor- 
rect; and his further remark that the past tenses ‘ must be under- 
stood to mean a reference to same previous logical discourse with 
which the school was familiar’ I accept, substituting ‘grammatical 
example’ for ‘ingical discourse’: see the grammarian Apollonius, 
περὶ συντάξεως, Book ἰ, ᾧλά ---πηλίκος ἄνδρωπον ἐρίτησε τὰ ᾿Ολύμπια. d. 
ὧν ὀπιδείενυμεν ἐν τῷ περὶ βημάτων, αἱ προκοίμεναι οὖν συντάξεις, ὑποστελ- 
λομένων τῶν κυρίων ὀνομάτων ἀδιαφύρουν ἔχουσι rae ἀνοστροφὼε χωρὶν 
ἀρόρου λεγομένατ' ἄνθρωπος δραμὼν ἐνίκησε. ‘The circumstance, 
vouched for by these passages, that ἄνθρωπον ἐνίκησε τὸ 'ολύμπιω Was 
ἃ grammatical example in use, seems to me entirely to dispose of 
the “Ar@pomos myth as accepted by Michelet and Stabr, and to make 
‘i unnecessary to have recourse to Peters’ conjecture (p, 221, note) — 
“As we do not know the facts to which Aristotle alludes, we can 
only conjecture his meaning. It may be that the man in question 
had certain physical peculiarities, so that though he “ passed for a 
jan” he was not a man quite in the common meaning of the 
name, So Locke asks (Zysay iv. 10. 13), “ Is a changeling a man 
or ἃ beast?” 


σημεῖον Bd] sc. τοῦ διαφέρειν τὴν dx dis ἐκρασίαν τῆς μετὰ προσθέσεως 1148 α, 2. 


dxpealas (Οοτας5). 


ἢ ἁπλῶς οὖσα ἢ κατά τι μέροε] περὶ micas τὸς σωμοτικὰρ ἀπολούσειε α ἃ 


ἢ κατὰ τῆνδε ἢ τήνδε τὴν σωματικὴν dnddavow μερικῶς (Coraes); ὦ, εν 
ἀερονία, whether in relation to al bodily indulgences, or to one of 
‘them, ἔς blamed not merely as a fault, but as a form of vice. The 
“Al, Schol. and the Paraph. are wrong in taking οὖσα with κοκία, 
‘instead of with ἀερασία ag above, and in thus making the words 
before us mean that “ ἀκρασία is blamed . . . either as τελεία καεία 
fhe. τς ἁπλῶς oa) or as ἐγγίζουσα τῇ κακίᾳ {{ἰ ε. κακία κατά τε μέρος, 


8 9. περὶ ἃς λέγομεν] Those mentioned in ZN. ili, τὸ and ταν 0.5. 


ἴα". 


1148 0. 7. 
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καὶ τῶν λυπηρῶν φεύγων] sc. τὰς ὑπερβολάτ, Instead οἵ under= 
standing τὰς ὑπερβολάς, Ramsauer suggests the insertion of érwir 
after τῶν λυπηρῶν: ‘ideo eunt ἀκύλωστοι et ἀκρατεῖς quod ipsam 
voluptatis absentiam tanquam miseriam ferre nequeunt” is the 
reazon which he gives for his suggestion; and he refers to £. Vv. 
iit, 18. g, and to § 4 of the present chapter (διὸ μᾶλλον ... » σφόδρα), 
and to vil, 14. 2 ἐναντίως 8... τὴν ὑπερβολήν. Similarly, Rassow 
(Forsch. p. 78) suggests the insertion of τὰ μέγρια before τῶν 
λυπηρῶν, comparing the καὶ φεύγει μετρίαν λύπας of § 4 below. His 
words are—‘Sehr auffiillig ist τῶν λυπηρῶν. Der, welcher das 
Uebermass des Schmerzes flicht, witre cin ἀκρατής ὃ Unméglich kann 
dies die Ansicht des Aristoteles sein. Jeder verniinfige Mensch 
flieht das Uebermass des Schmerzes, und nur der, welcher auch 
vor missiger Unlust gurtickschrickt, kann ἀκρατής genanat werden.” 
Rassow seems to find support for his suggestion in the fact that 
Bekker’s re before ἡδέων a, 7 (if genuine: Bywater omits it: it is 
not given by L', Mb, τ, CCC, or*Ald.) is wrongly placed, a the 
sentunce stands: τῶν ἡδέων and τῶν λυπηρῶν, on account of the 
different verbs φεύγων and διώκων in the two clauses, cannot, he 
thinks, be connected by re—nal: but τῶν τε ἡδέων διώκων τὰν ὕπερε, 
Borde, eat πὰ μέτρια τῶν λυπηρῶν φεύγων would be grammatically 
correct, 

Ramsauer’s ὁτιοῦν and Rassow’s τὰ μέτρια scem to me to 
originate in a misunderstanding. The passage which Ramsaper 
quotes from iii, 1. 5 describes the ἀκόλαστος, not the dxparis: 
and the passage which they both quote from vil. 4. 4 describes the 
ἀκόλαστος ax avoiding μετρίας λύπαι. But the character described 
here (ἢ 3) Is not the ὠεόλαυτον, but the dxparis—é μὴ τῷ προυιρεῖαθαι 
διώκων... καὶ φεύγων---ἴθ6 man who struggles with strong desires 
(pleasures and pains), and who succumbs διὰ τὸ ἐπιθυμεῖν, 
because he has been overtaken by a μεανικὴ ἐπιθυμία καὶ περὶ τὰς rae 
ἀναγκαίων évdeias λόπη ἰσχυρά (ὃ 4 below). It ἴα not ὁτιοῦν τῶν 
λυπηρῶν, OF τὰς μετρίας λύπας, that such a person yields to, but ree 
λυπηρῶν τὰς ὑπερβολάς. The passage, again, which they beth 
{and Bywater, Contrib. p. 55) quote from vii. 14. 2 is not, as ἢ 
understand it, intended to describe the deparje, but the gather (of 
1154 & 16), de. the ἀκύλωστος, who is the subject of gpelya— 
ἐναντίων δ᾽ ἐπὶ τῆς dinner οὐ γὰρ τὴν ὑπερβολὴν φεῦγει, ἀλλ᾽ Bue ob 
γάρ ἐστι τῇ ὑπερβολῇ λύπη ἐναντία ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τῷ διώκοντι τὴν teresa 
‘the ἀκόλαστος pursues excessive pleasure, and avoids, not only 
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excessive pain (as the ἀκρατής does), but any pain, even the absurd 1148 « 7. 
pain of absent pleasure (see E. NV. πὶ, rr. 5)—a pain which only 

an habitual follower of excessive pleasure, like himself, feels at all.’ 

See note on vil. 14.2. With regard to Rassow's remark—that 

‘every rational man avoids excessive pain, I would say—surely the 

ἐγκρατὴς and ταρτερικύς deliberately endure it, and the deparfe and 

pakaris try to endure it, but fail, 


ἀλέας καὶ ψύχους] Cook Wilson (paragraph 39) remarks that a 8. 
the doctrine of the present passage, according to which the ἀκό- 
Aoaroe has to do with the pains of heat and cold, ‘disagrees as 
much with the Eudemian as the Nic. Ethics. According to Nic. 
Eth. iii, ro and 11, the σώφρων and ἀκόλαστον have to do with 
pleasures and pains, but the pains are only those of unsatisfied 
desire for pleasure. Compare Nic. Eth. ili. τα. 5, δ. 1118 δ. 28= 
411g ἃ. 5. 

*But this chapter (¢ of Book vil) gives as examples of pains 
within the sphere of σωφροσύνη and deohnain, . . . πεῖνα, δίψα, ddéa, and 
Fixe ‘The last two of these are obviously excluded by the defini- 
tion of Book fii: they are not pains caused merely by the desire for 
pleasure; it cannot be said of them τὴν λύπην ποιεῖ ἡ ἡδονή. 

* Two other passages in Mir. th, iii show how mach stress the 
anjhor laid on the exctusion of all pains originating independently 
‘of imagined pleasure—ch. 10. δ 1. 1117 b. 24-27, foe. itis primarily 
of pleasure and only secondarily of pain, so far as pain may be 
“caused by pleasure”; ch. 12. §§ 1, 2. 1119 a, 21-25. If the 
account of σωφροσύνῃ in the Eudemian Ethics (iii. 2), which answers 
‘to the above part of Nic, Eth. iii, showed the same deviation from 
the version as Book vii, ch. 4, there would be some 
ground perhaps for referring the last to the author of Εἰ ii, 
‘Bat on the contrary, the Eudemian account (ii, 2) follows the Nico- 
machean (iii. 10 and 11) in mentioning no other pain as object of 
σωφροσύνη and ἀκολασία save that of unsatisfied desire for pleasure τ 
compare Eud, Eth, 1231 a. 30-32 καὶ οὐκ εἰσὶν οὐδὲ yore ἀκόλαστοι" 
οὐ γὸρ ὑπερβίλλουσι τῷ χοίρειν μᾶλλον ἢ δεῖ τυγχάνοντες καὶ λυπεῖσθαι. 
Baie ‘The pains of dAw and ψύχη are referred 
to (Eud. Eth. 1229 b. 5) in the chapter on ἀνδρεία, and not in any 
connection With σωφροσύνη and ἀκολασία, but associated with the 
‘objects of ἀνδρεία and Gea’ To the passages quoted abave by 
‘Cook Wilson from the Vir, Eth, may be added #. NV. iii, 10, 11 οὗ 


has 


4.12. 
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. περὶ πᾶν τὸ σῶμα ἥ τοῦ ἀεολάστου ἀφή, ἀλλὰ περὶ rua μέρη: by this 


limitation the pains of ἀλέαν and yoy are excluded. 


ξ 4. μαλακοί] ἀκόλωστοι, the reading of CCC, Ald. Sch., Heliod, 
Ald, is accepted by Coraes and Michelet : but μαλακοί is 
right, The fact that people are popularly called (λέγονται) juahaxot 
in relation to cwparsed, and not in relation to κέρδος Sc. (expt 
ἐκείνων οὐδεμίαν), ἴδ αὶ σημεῖον in favour of the correctness of our 
view that in the σωματικά we have a very definitely marked off 
and important class of objects or motives, which warrants us in 
distinguishing people who are ἀερατεῖε in relation to them as 
dqpare’e ἁπλῶς, from people who are ἀκρατεῖς in relation to other 
objects or motives. Cook Wilson (Arist. Studies, p. 47) remarks 
that these words καὶ γὰρ μαλακοὶ λέγωνται ignore the doctrine of 
ch. 7, in which μαλακία is technically distinguished from dcpeota, 
as the yielding (after ἃ struggle) to pain, from the yielding (after 
a struggle) to pleasure, And on p. Τῷ he writes—“The way 
in which μαλακοί occurs 148 a, 12 (vil, 4. 4) is remarkable: it ἴα 
said that the paint with which the ἀκρατὴς ἁπλῶς has to do are 
bodily, and a sign of this is that people are called μαλακοῖ for 
yielding to them: whereas according to ch. 7. . . μαλακοὶ is fe 
proper name for such characters. ‘This difficulty admits of explama- 
tion... been pointed out (parag. 39 8) that the third book 
of the Nic, Ethics and the Eudemian book corresponding associate 
μολακία with cowardice, and not with ἀκολασία, and that there ἴα no 
trace of the definite coordination (see ch, 7) of καρτερία and μαλακία, 
With σωφροσύνη, dxpagia ἃς, ‘The author of vii. 4. 4, though 
in one respect from Eud. Eth. li and Nic. Eth. ili (ἡ 4. ἂς to the 
painful motives which concern σωφροσύνη and ἀευλασία), has πος 
advanced to the development of the theory of μαλακία found in ch. 7:2 
he merely calls attention to the fact that the ignominious term 
μαλοκύς is applied where men yield to bodily pains, to show that 
such conduct is held specially bad, and belongs therefore to ἀκρασία, 
proper, and not to ἀκρασία ξατὰ πρόσθεσιν I am not sure that 
it is safe to say, with Cook Wilson, that ‘the author of vil. 4. 4 
++» bas not advanced to the development of the theory of 


+ "Tn Nic. Eth. ili, το and αἰ there is no thought of separating the desire for 
pleasure and the pain of such desire as different motives, and constitutive of 
different characters, but they ate clearly aspects of one and the same thing? 
Cook Wilson, Arist. Stud, p. 47. 
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pedecia found in ch. 7.’ We must remember that in vil, 4. 4 11484 12 


it is only the popular denotation of the term padaede that the writer 
appeals to, in order to show, by ἃ σημεῖον, that the sphere to which 
he has assigned the ἀκρατὴς ὁπλῶν is very definitely marked off from 
other spheres of so-called depacia, His immediate object does not 
equire him to give Lis own fiery (stated in ch. 7) of the connotation 
οἵ μαλακία, 


οἷ μὲν προαιροῦνται of δ' οὐ προαιροῦνται] The προαίρεσιν of the a. 17. 


ἀεόλαστοε sides with his ἐπιθυμία, and he is said to act προαιρούμενος 
rather than ἐπιθυμῶν : whereas the deparie acts ἐπιθυμῶν but not 
xpeaipolyeor—from mere desire, and not from deliberate choice— 
ὁ δερατὴν ἐπιθυμῶν μὲν πράττει, προαιρούμενος δ᾽ οὔ (EV. iii. 2.4). We 
can understand what is meant by the προαίρεσις of the éycparie 
which appotes ἐπιθυμία, and prevails over it—6 ἐγκρατὴς δέ... 

προαιρούμενος μὲν πρόττει, ἐπιθυμῶν δ᾽ οὔ eat προαιρέσοι. piv ἐπιθυμία 
ἐμμωρθιαρα aod. (ἘΝ. ἢ, 2. δῥ 4 ἀρὰ 6}5 but what is this προοίρεσις, 
οἵ the ἀεύλαστοε which sides teith ἐπιθυμία ἢ ὙΠ object of ἐπιϑυμία, 
is present pleasure ar such: surely it is the function of προαίρεσις, a8 
Bocheveueh ὅροξις τῶν apie τὸ πέλοι, to look at present pleasure, not as 
such, but in relation to a system of life? Is not the very notion 
οἵ eponipeors, then, travestied in a definition like this—vii. 7. 2 ὁ μὲν 
τὸς ὑπερβολὰν διώκων τῶν ἡδέων ti} κοδ᾽ ὑπερβολὰς Ὑ ἢ διὰ προαίρεσιν, δι 
leds καὶ μηδὲν δι᾽ ἕτερον ἀποβαῖνον, ἀκόλαστοι ἢ If it is true that ἢ μὸν 
ἐπιθυμία ἡδέος eni ἐπιλύπον, ἡ προοίρεσις δ᾽ οὔτε λυπηροῦ οὔϑ' ἥδέος (ill, 2. 
5) how can it be προαίρεσις, as distinguished from ἐπιθυμία, in the 
ἀκόλαστοι, which makes present pleasure, as such, its object? Indeed, 
‘except in a somewhat recondite sense (to be noticed afierwards), the 
ordinary ἀκύλαστον cannot be said to act προαιρούμενος, any more 
than the deparije, ‘I'he ordinary ἀκόλαστος was once ἀκρατής, Strong 
ἀπεβυμίαι, afier a struggle, have their own way in the deparfe. Ax time 
goes on the same man yields to feeble ἐπιθυμίαι without a struggle, 
and is called ἀκόλαστοι. This he does habitually—ée. he always, 
‘with perfect consistency, yields to feeble ἐπιδυμέίαι without struggling, 
or thinking it wrong to yield. The consistency of his conduct, as 
‘compared with the inconsistency which exisis between the theory 
and practice of the ἀκρατής, seers something rational and deliberate ; 
Be may even get credit for strength of character, and hopes may be 
entertained of his reformation, if he would only listen to good 
advice. But this ‘ consistency’ of the ἀκόλαστος is only the weakness 


i 
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of the ἀγρατής in an intensified form, and become chronic, Such a 
man is after all more correctly conceived as acting ἐπιθυμῶν, than a 
acting πὶ wos: unless it be said that, since action breeds 
dclicf, he eventually acquires ἃ false λόγοι, or theory of life, in virtac 
of possessing which he may be conceived as acting mpoalpoxpawe— 
as deliberately choosing means to the end which that false theory of 
life holds up before him, This is the recondite sense, just now 
referred to, in which he may be sald to act προαιρούμενοε--τὦ μὲν γὰρ 
ἀκόλαστος ἄγεται προαιρούμενος, νομίζων ἀεὶ δεῖν (this is his theory of 
life) τὸ πορὸν ἡδὺ ϑιώκειν vii. 3.2, But after all it is bis Jonge 
indulged craving for pleasure, rather than his false theory, which 
mikes bim act as he does, And in the sentence just quoted note 
the contradiction in the terms—&yerai—wpoaipodpevos, Man is an 
ἀρχή in his mpoaipenis : it is by his ἐπιθυμίαι that he ix ἀνε τ γεται., 

So much for the ordinary defucros—the ἀκόλαστος who once was 
ἀκρατής, But it perhaps ought to be admitted that there are also 
born deAomr1—men in whom λόγος, or conscientia, was never 
effectively present to mar the pleasures of indulgence by its shadow ; 
who never vicwed these pleasures askance, as forbidden fruit, but 
always calmly, as pleasures; and so have been able early to 
make them objects of the nice comparisons and deliberate pre- 
ferences and rejections of the connoisseur. Such men may be 
described as mponpotuern with more correctness than the ordinary 
ἀεύλαστοι, or chronic weaklings, with whom the Seventh Book &, I 
bel.eve, chielly, if not exclusively, concerned. 


4.6] ‘The conjunction διά; says Cook Wilson (Arish Stdes, 
Pp. 73), ‘may of course be taken in its non-illative ues, but even 
thus it must at least be equivalent to “and so,” and implies that 
the subject which it introduces has been in some way prepared 
for: but it is by no means prepared for, and succeeds most 
abruptly, The subject of the whole chapter is the distinetion of 
the ἀκρατὴς ἁπλῶς from the deparjs cord πρόσϑεσιν, which i wound 
up in § 4 by the statement that the ἀκρατὴς ἁπλῶς has to do with 
the same pleasures and pains as the ἐκόλαστος, éyeparés, and σώφραν, 
and that the characters so associated differ as regards mpsalpers = 
it is clear that the special depravity of that ἀκόλοστος who has Title 
or no ἐπιϑευμία is put in no sort of connection with this’ 1 confess 
I cannot see any difficulty in taking διό closely with the words 
of μὲν προαιροῦνται, of δ' οὐ προυιροῦνται, immediately preceding =— 


il 


BOOK Vil; CHAP. 4: δξ 4, 5 175 


the deiorroe is προνιρούμενοε: and this is why (δι6) we ascribe 
ἀκολασία rather to the man whose acts of indulgence are not 
attended at all, or not to any considerable extent, by ἐπιθυμία, than 
to the man whose acts are consequent upon strong ἐπιθυμία - the 
acts of the former, not being explicable by ἐπιθυμίω, must be duc to 
προοίνεσα. Σημεῖον δὲ' μᾶλλον γάρ might have taken the place of 
διὼ μᾶλλον without changing the sense of the passage. 

Tt is to be observed that Cook Wilson, as quoted above, takes 
μᾶλλον with ἀκύλαστονπε ἀκολαστύτερον---ἢς speaks of ‘the special 
depravity of that ἀκόλαστον who has little or no ἐπιϑυμία" Simi- 
Jarly Ramsauer speaks ‘de diversis quasi gradibus τῆν deo) 
Grant says ‘it is more intemperate to pursue luxury, &c., in cold 
blood than to do so under the influence of passion.’ Coraes 
Was καὶ τοῦ deoMicrov ἀκολοστότερον, and Peters translatcs—' And 
0 ἃ man who without desire or with only a moderate desire 
pursues excess of pleasure, and avoids even slight pains, should 
be called more profligate than one who, ἃς" This, I think, is 
wrong: the clause, ag 1 understand it, means—' And this is why 
ἀκολασία is ascribed to the man who, without desire, pursues 
sexcessive pleasures, ratier éhan to the man who, ἃς, Degrees of 
ἀκολασία are not distinguished, but ἀκολασία is distinguished from 
ἀκροσία, The τοῦτον Garis a. 19 ἰδ the ἀκρατής. That this is the 
meaning of the passage is clearly shown by a comparison of it 
swith what is probably its ‘ duplicate '—vii, 7, 3 παντὶ & ἂν δόξειε χεΐρων 
«και, ἅ τα μὴ ἐπιθυμῶν ἢ ἠρέμα πρίττοι τι αἰσχρόν, ἢ αἱ σφώίδρα ὀπιθυμῶν, 
καὶ εἰ μὴ ὀργιζόμενος τύπτοι ἡ εἰ ὀργιζόμενον τί γὰρ ἂν ἐποίεν ἐν πόθω ὧν; 
διὸ ὃ ἀκόλαστος χείρων τοῦ ἀκρατοῦφ. On the ‘duplicate’ character 
οἴ υἷι 4. 4, 83... ἰσχυρά and vil. 7. 3 παντέ ... . ἀκρατοῦς, see Rassow, 
Forsch. p. 23 and Cook Wilson, Aris, Stud. p. 71. 


8 δ] exci] A‘duplicatc’ of vil. 4. 2: sce note on vil. 4. 
ἃ. 1147 Ὁ, 28, 
Bekker and Bywater make τῶν γὰρ ἡδέων ἔνια φύσει aiprra a, 23, 
24 parenthetical. I prefer to make τῶν γὰρ ἡδέων a 23... 
Soe ἢ. 35 parenthetical, thus referring the examples χρήματα, 
οὶ κἴρδοε καὶ νίκη wel τιμῆ 10 τῶν τῷ γίνει καλῶν καὶ arovdulwu ἃ, 23 
(Grav dive αἱρετῶν), The τὰ 1p γένει καλὰ aul owovdaiu or τὰ 
φύσα αἱρετά of this section correspond to the αἱρετὰ καθ' αὑτά of 
$2: the ἐναντία τούτων were not mentioned in § 2: they are the 
φευκτά of chapter 5; while τὰ prrage—zo called, I think, simply 
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1148 0.23. because the present list is a threefold one, whorens that in 


4.38. 


§ 2 was only twofold—answer to the ἀναγκαῖα of σωματικά Of § 2. 
Rassow (Forsch. p. 79), followed by Bywater inserts τῶν before 
τῷ ἃ, 23, rightly, I think. 


πρὸς ἅπαντα 84] Zell, Bekker and Ramsauer (Ramsaner reading: 
δῇ) begin the apodosis here. Bywater (making διὸ ὅσοι a. 28... 
μωραΐνειν Ὁ, 2 parenthetical—and apparently following the Ald. 
Sch. in understanding the construction to be διὸ ὅσοι μὲν παρὰ τὸν 
λόγον sparotrros ... ψέγονται) seems to make the apodosia begin 
with μοχϑηρία μὲν οὖν δ. 5. ‘That this is really the apodosis is clear, 
1 think, from the ‘duplicate’ passage vii 4. 2, in which the 
apodosis begins Ὁ, 31 with τοὺν μὲν οὖν πρὸς ταῦτα (ἡ , τὰ αἱρετὰ 
καϑ' αὑτά). 


πῷ πῶς καὶ ὑπερβάλλειν] Bekker omits καί with Kb ΜΡ; but καὶ 
(approved by Rassow, Forsch. p. 66) is necessary. The meaning 
Is ψέγουται τῷ πῶς ἐπιϑυμεῖν ἤτοι τῷ ὑπερβαλλώτως ἐπιθυμεῖν. ΤᾺ, Ob, 
NC, CCC, Cambr,, BY * # give καί, 


‘On the relation between § 2 and § 5 of this chapter Cook Wilson 
(Arist. Stud. p. 6) has the following remarks—§ 2 divides objects 
causing pleasure into two classes... § 5 gives the same under 
different phraseology. . . . The examples too of the first class in δ αὶ 
are repeated in § 5... . But § 5 adds a third class not found in § 2. 
« «+ This amounts to a correction of § 2. In § 2 it is said of the 
αἱρετὰ ea’ αὗτά that they admit of excess, implying that they are 
wrong in exces In § 5 the same thing is put in a clearer and 
better way: not susceptibility to these, nor desire and liking 
for them which are bad, but a certain excess in them”... The 
badness of ἀναγκαῖα or σωματικά when indulged in to excess is not 
stated in § 2; though half implied by the term ἀναγκαῖα, and asserted 
Jower down in the same column (δ 3). In § δ the fact fs expressly 
mentioned. From these considerations it is evident that § 5 is not 
ἃ mere recapitulation of § 2, for it contains more; that it (5 not 
a mere addition to § 2, for it contains the same matter as § 2: it is 
rather an entire reconstruction which makes § 2 quite unnecessary.” 
‘Then on pp. 33; 34 he saye—' In subject-matter the second version, 
as already seen, expands the main statements of the first, The 
additions (in the second version) seem ἃ true advance, ... OF two 
versions of the same subject, the more advanced may be by the 
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same author as the other, and written when his mind has developed 1148 αι 28, 


forther: but among other alternatives it is possible also that the 
advance may be the work of another and even inferior writer, 
representing merely the general progress of philosophy since the 
first author, or the advantage which the second author had in 
haying the works of the first before him. ‘The Intter hypothesis 
will be the more probable, if, while the advance is such as might be 
“made by an inferior thinker under the conditions aforesaid, there 
‘are found real traces of inferior philosophic ability in the second 
version. And the inference will be much strengthened if there is 
ἃ considerable falling off in style... In the case of the second of 
the two versions now under discussion, though the improvement ix 


teflecting on the work of the abler. And on the other hand there 
do seem to be marks of less ability '—¢. g. the writer of § 2, wishing 
to classify ἡδοναί and ἐπιθυμίοι, begins with a division of objects 
causing pleasure (ποιοῦντα ἡδονήν) and gives νίκη, τιμή ἄς. as examples 
of these objects; the writer of § 5 begins with ἡδοναὶ καὶ ἐπιθυμίαι 
and ‘involves himself in the inaccuracy ... of giving ἡδέα and dm- 


‘with deri δὲ τῶν ἡδονῶν καὶ ἐπιθυμιῶν αἵ μὲν, he goes on—eul τῶν τῷ 
γένει καλῶν «πλι, which really means ‘since the objects of some 
pleasures and desires are to be classed as noble and good....' This 
‘writer, equally with the writer of § 2, seems to me to have a “clanel- 

| fication of τὰ ποιοῦντα ἡδονήν primarily in view. Although, however, 
1 differ from Cock Wilson on this small point, I agree with him in 
thinking that § 2 and § 5 are probably by different author, of 
‘whom the author of § g is probably the later. 


δὼ ὅσοι... μοχθηρία μὲν οὖν οὐδεμία κιτιλ] I have eaid that 
Τ think that the apodosis of the sentence ἐπεὶ κτλ, a. 22 is μοχθηρία 
μὲν οὖν «ἐδεμία περὶ τοῦτ᾽ fori: but the passage διὸ ὅσοι a. 28.,.b.2 
μιυραίνειν, made parenthetical by Bywater, is not ignored by the 
writer when he comes to this apodosis: for ταῦτ᾽ b. 2 is not the 
ἅπαντα καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα καὶ τὰ μεταξύ of 4. 26, but say τὰ τοιαῦτα 
itatiows, srten pele wien, τιμὴ) to which the words 8 . , . μωραίνειν 
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448.26, The meaning is—*Those who pursue τὰ φύσει αἱρετά to excess 
are not μοχϑηροί, i.¢. dedhavroa—because their objects are not 
dvoymia, OF σωματικά, but φύσει alperd: and for the same reason Ὁ 
(ὑμοίων § 6) they arc not ὠκρατεῖς dirhios—their objects are dire — 
alperd, the excessive pursuit of which is φευκτόν but not strictly 
ψεκτόν, as in the excessive pursuit of τὰ σωματικά, ‘They are, how- | 
ever, called ἀκρατεῖς κοδ' ὁμοιότητα, Ramsauer is of opinion that the 
reason stated—in φύσει τῶν alperdv ἕκαστόν dove Be οὗσό-τοῖς πος 
sufficient to prove μοχθηρία piv οὖν οὐδεμία περὶ ταῦτ᾽ ἐστὲτ it seems | 
to me to be sufficient, if understood as above—‘ their objects are 
φύσει αἱρετά, as recently distinguished from σωματικάς τῆς objects of 
μοχθηρία ot ἀκολασία" On the words with which § 6 opens, Cook | 
Wilson (p. 38) says—'In § 2 the fact of the greater guilt in trac ὦ 
ἀκρασία ig clearly expressed in the sentence ἡ μὲν γὰρ ἀκρασία ψέγεται. 
ody ὡς ἁμαρτία μόνον ἀλλὰ καὶ ὡς κακία rie: the corresponding phrase 
in § 6 ἡ γὰρ ἀκρασία οὐ μόνον φενατὸν ἀλλὰ Kal τῶν ψεκτῶν ἐστέν is much 
weaker and gets the author into a confusion, for here he makes 
ψέγεσθαι the differentia of the ἀκρατὴς ἁπλῶν from the ἀκρατὴς κατὰ 
πρόσθεσιν, whereas above {πρὸς ἅπαντα δὲ καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα καὶ τὰ parade 
τον ψέγονται) the term ψέγεσθαι is used of the error of both.” Tam 
inclined to think that, whereas the verb Yéyoura may be used 
popularly and vaguely, τῶν ψεκτῶν-ττ' the class of τὰ ψεκτά "is a 
technical expression, and marks that severe censure which we pass | 
on ὑπερβολαί in σωματικά, 


8.34, Σάτυρος] The stories given by the Ald, Sch, and the Paraph. 
(different stories) are not worth transcription, ‘There were kings of 
Bosporus of this name. soc. τραπεζιτικός 370 b. mentions Satyrus 1 
(8ις, 407-393) a8 continuing his father’s policy of favouring Athenian 
grain-shippers. See note on v. δ. 13, b. 8. | 


ξ 6. περὶ ἕκαστον] Restored by Ramsauer, Susemih! and Bywater 
for Bekker's περὶ ἑκάστου, ‘We use the term ἀκρασέα by analogy, 
adding in each case what the ἀκρασία is in'—éyours τὴν ἀκρασίαν 


προσεπετιθέντες τὸ ὅτι περὶ ἕεαστον, 


iA 
5 


| 
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CHAPTER V, 
Ancument. 


‘There are things which are (1) maturaily pleasant, either (a) generally, or 

(sed cleans of animals and human beings ; and (3) things which are 

Mot matwraily pleasant, but (a) hecome Sleasant for constitutions ae by 
pastilation or habit, or (b) are Aleasant for constitutions originally bad. 

Zo the ciferent sorts of pleasant things’ enumerated tunder (2) wild cor 
respond different dispositions, which may be distinguished as brutish (e.g. 
canmibation), ar caused ἐν definite diseases (thus it was mental diseare which 

κυλᾶ; the moan cat his fellew-servant's liver), and at generally ‘morbis" or due 

te perverted abit (e.g. eating earth, unnatural fuit). Jn 10 far a1 he has, and 
‘gives himself wp to, one of these dispositions, a man is outside the boundaries of 
whet we call vice ; for vice i relative ἐν normal human desires ; and in so far 
‘as he has ene of thse irposiions ond Aceps it under control, or ts mastered by 
πον or *inceestinent” in the strict sence of the term, but in 

a qualified sense, just a: te have seem that the man who controls hit anger it 
continent” in a qualified sense. We must qualify the terms vice and incoatin« 
ence avken we mse them ἐν relation to che * pleasant things” enwmerated under 
(Ὁ), “πα speak of brutish or morbid vice, brutish or morbid éncantinence. 


Introductory Note.) This chapter goes on still further to limit the 
sphere of ἡ ἁπλῶς ἀκρασία, If ἃ man have unnatural desires (whether 
{) connate, or (2) induced by (@) disease, or (6) habit), and keeps 
them fn check, or yields to them, he is not éyeparie or dxparje ἀπλῶς, 
‘but so aur πρόσϑεσιν---ἶ ¢. the unnatural desire which he checks or 
‘Yields to must be specified (just as κέρδους &c. must be specified in 
the cases mentioned in ch. 4), for the terms ἐγκρατῆν and ἀκρατήε, 
‘even in relation to σωματικιί, are applied strictly (ἁπλῶς) only to the 
‘man whose desires are natural, As Grant says—‘In states that are 
entirely morbid, whether originally so, or from the effects of an 
ill-regulated life, the distinctions of right and wrong are no longer 
applicable. 


$§1-6.] The writing of this chapter is very careless, and has 1148 v.15. 


given much trouble to the critics (see Rassow, Jorseh. pp. 79, Bo, 

and Imelmann, Ods. Cri/. p. 22 note); but the general meaning is 

plain:—Unnatural propensitics are (1) Onpdes—bestial (c.g. 

cannibalism), exhibited, for the most part, by savages. These 

δοριώδεις Ter are connate, belonging to the μοχθηρὰ φύσις of the 
τ ΜΆ 
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. race, or of the individual: (2) »ennerdtet—morbid propensities. 


‘These νοσηματώδειε tae are either (a) due to supervening disease, 
bodily or mental—at δὲ διὰ (omit re after διά with KD LS: see 
Rassow, Farsch. p. 67) νόσονε γίνονται καὶ διὰ (insert διά with KP: 
see Rassow, ἡ 6) μανίην ἐνίοις er § 3, Ὁ, 2g —ef below § 6, a. τὲ 
at δὲ διὰ νόσουε, οἷον τὰς ἐπιληπτικάς, ἢ parlas νοσημοτώδειε: or (δ) 
»νοσηματώδεις, in ἃ specific sense, as being morbid constitutional states 
tous μὲν οὖν φύσιν αἰτία § 4, b. 31. From the νοσηματώδεις ἕξεις, 
in this specifi sense must be distinguished (¢) or (3) αἱ ἐξ ὄδοσε--- 
how closely, however, the two kinds are connected is shawn, not 
only by the expression αἱ δὲ νοσηματώδεις ἢ δὲ Movs § 3, b. 27, but 
by the difficulty of determining how far the ἕξεις adduced as 
examples (οἷον τριχῶν... ἄρρεσιν § 3, b. 27-29) are due to con~ 
stitutionally morbid condiions, and how far they are habits the 
formation of which could have been avoided, The expression 
§ 4, b. 93 καὶ ὅσοι νοσημοτώδως ἔχουσι δὲ Toe seems to show that 
the distinction most prominent in the writer’s mind was that 
between constitutionally morbid states, and morbid states produced 
by bad habits. The question—how far bad habits can result in 
morbid states, where there is no constitutional bias—he does mot go 
into. He merely says, with special reference to the last instance 
in his list Ὁ. 27-29, that these unnatural propensities are dee 
sometimes to Φύσις, sometimes to tor—roir μὲν γὰρ Φύσει τοῖς δ᾽ ἐξ 
Hove συμβαίνουσιν § 3, Ὁ. 29. 

The foregoing explanation of the distinctions intended in otra 
μὲν Onpiddus b. 24—al δὲ διὰ νόσονε γίνονται Ὁ. 25—al δὲ reomuarétar 
—# ἐξ Movs Ὁ. 27 renders unnecessary, 1 think, while it practically 
gives the same sense as, Rassow's conjecture (: by Susemihl) 
αἱ δὲ »οσηματώδεις ἢ «(φύσει 4) (2 ἔθου (Forsch. p. ἐπὶ and alo 
shows that the omission of ἢ before ἐξ ove (KY), approved by 
Imelmann (Oés. Crit, p. 22 note), is a blunder. 


5.88. § 4 ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ὅσοι νοσηματώδως ἔχουσι δι᾽ ἔθος] ὅσοι is 


Bywater’s correction for the τοῖν of the MSS, Rassow (Forsch. 
p. 80) says—'Gedanke und Sprache fordern gleicherweise den 
Accusativ: ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τοὺ νοσηματωδῶε ἔχοντας δὲ᾽ Toe te. obtale 
ty εἴπεων ἀκρατεῖ. Die dussere Unwahracheinlichkeit dieser 
Aenderung Jeuchtet mir ein, aber ich habe mich vergeblich 


* It may be noted that cannibalism, which seems to be the typical Θηριάδην 
ges, is instanced here as due to supervening disease or madness. 
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bemibt einen anderen Ausweg zu entdecken.’ The meaning is 1148.93. 
undoubtedly that expressed by Rassow's conjectural reading. 

Thad made up my mind, however, to acquiesce in τοῖν, supposing 
that the writer intended to convey this meaning, but, instead of 
correctly employing the accusative, blunderingly wrote ὡσαύτως δὲ 
καὶ τοῖς 10 correspond with ὅσοις μὸν οὖν above. But now By~ 
water's convincing ὅσοι removes all difficulty. 


ξ δ. τὸν 8 ἔχοντα κρατεῖν] Bywater reads τόν with Kb instead 1149 a 2. 
οἵ τό, I prefer τύ, notwithstanding the τόν in a. 3. 


κρατεῖν] We ought to have ody ἡ ἁπλῆ ἐγκράτεια answering to a. 2. 
this, as ody ἢ ἁπλῇ ἀκρασία answers to κρυτεῖσθαι, 

καθάπερ... λεκτέον] ‘just as we call one who stands to his a 3. 
angry feelings in this relation (#.¢, in a relation of inferiority to 
thetn—xparda@a) incontinent in respect of those feelings (τοῦ 
πάθους #.¢, τοῦ ϑυμοῦ ἀερατῆε), but not incontinent without qualifica~ 
tion’ 1 thus read τοῦ widove ἀκρατῆ, ἀκρατῆ & οὐ λεκτέον with Lamb, 
Coraes, Susemibl. Coraes writes καθάπερ... τοῦ πάθους ἀκρατῆ, 
ἀκρατῇ δ᾽ ob λεκτέον" προσέθηκα τὸ πρῶτον ἀιρατῇ προσθετέον εἶναι καὶ 
ἐπέρων κρινάντων, ὁ γὰρ νοῦρ καὶ ἡ συνάρτησις, καθάπερ καὶ τὸν ἔχοντα 
περὶ τοὺς θυμοὺς τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον τοῦ ϑυμοὺ (μετὰ προσθήκης δηλονότι) 
καὶ οὐκ ἀκρατὴ (ἀπλῶν καὶ δίχα προσθήκης) Ἀεετέον. 

ξ 6 In this section ἐκ φύσεων is opposed, aa the characteristic a 7. 
οἵ ἃ Oypiddne Tue, to διὰ νόσον, which is made the characteristic of 
& νοσηματώδην ἕξι. ‘There is some confusion in the opposition. 
A δηριώδην Hu is φύσει as belonging to the μυχϑηρὰ φύσιν of a race 
of individual; but, as we have seen, a νοσηματώδης ἕξις may also be 
φύσει. Only those νοσηματώδεις tae can be fairly said not to be 
Φύσει, which have been contracted solely by ἔθος (if that is possible), 
or are due τὸ woo ἐπιληπτικαΐ or pavia—supervening disease, a3 
distinguished from a morbid constlusional state, 

τὴν wir] Gf Plat. 2) Fragm. (ed. Tauchnitz vi. 341) εἶ ἔνιοι rata, 8. 
ἀνδρεῖοι Serer Spor φοβοῦνται φαῦλα ἅττα, οἷον γαλῆν ἢ ἀλεκτρυόνα ἀπ᾿ 
οὐδεμιᾶς φανερᾶε αἰτίας, The γαλέη or γαλῆ seems to have been the 
polecat, and only in later writers the domestic cat, See Liddell 
Scott. 


γοσηματώδει5] The construction of course is—ol δὲ διὰ νόσους, a 12. 
οἷον τὸν drdqrriads, ἢ pavias ἀλόγιστοι ὄντει εἰσὶ νυσηματώδειι, 
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8 7. ἐνίοτε μὲν μόνον] Bywater adds μὲν with KY and Mb, 
Although ἐνίοτε, μόνον stands in Cambr., there are signs of cor- 
rection. 


ξ 9. ἄλλο εἶδος ἀκρασία5} ἡ ἐν, answering to other objects (the 
Φύσει αἱρετά of chapter 4 and the φευκτά of chapter g, as dis- 
tinguished from the dveyeaia) there are states ‘ specifically distinct 
from dkparia,’ to which the term ἀκρασία is applicd in an extended, 
not in its proper, sense, 


CHAPTER VI. 


ARGUMENT. 


Incontinence in anger is not 19 disgraceful as incontinence in derives, for 
anger indeed lends an car to reason, Sut weisapprehendt ite instrections L.ihe 
2 hasty servant who runs away 10 execute his master's orders testhewt couiting 
to hear them ont, anger rushes off to tate reprisals, if roam or twagination 
only smyyest that insult or slight hat been offered—the mere snggeetion is 
enough £0 make anger rush off with the inference that the insult φάτω be forthe 
with avenged, Desire, on the other hand, rushes off to enjey itself, af only 
reason or sense have raid that something is pleasant, Thus ameger serves reasome 
ina manner, while desire does mot. Again, anger it wore and 
even hereditary, tha bad desires are, and therefore the moat who yields ἐν it ἦν 
more excusable; alse, anger £1 open—nol, like desire, an insédieees principle 
Plotting against the just rate of reason. Afsreover, it ix pain which maker 
(2 man vent Ade anger ; but pleasure which actwater the sentennecs of desive = 
and wantoaness roses our just indignation rather than excesses of anger. 
Since, ar we have seen, bodily Neasures are either normally kuwar, er beautish, 
or morbid, it is with the fiest class only that temperance end intereperamce are 
concerned ; and the bruies are not t0 be described as either temperate er intem- 
perate—except perhaps by a metaphorical tranifer of the term. 

Brutality ἐξ mot such an evit as vice—Jor im brutality princise rimaply does 
not exiit, har mot beets destroyed but it is more formidable, 


$1. ὅτι δὲ καὶ ἧττον αἰσχρὰ ἀκρασία ἡ τοῦ θυμοῦ ἢ a τῶν ἔπι- 
θυμιῶν, θεωρήσωμεν] Apparently ἡ τοῦ ϑυμοῦ ἀκρανία, a& Occupying 
ἃ peculiar position among the other kinds κατὰ μεταφορὰν Reydperoe 
(sce note on vii. 4. 2, 1147 b. 34), is selected here for comparison, 
‘from ἃ moral point of view’ (Grant ad ἦρε), with dxpaeia proper 
of especially A. AL ii. 6. 1202 Ὁ, 3 (quoted in note on vii 4. 2, 
4147 Ὁ, 34), ἃ passage which Rassow (#rsrh. p. 47) accounts for 


il 
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by the desire of the writer to give some reason for discussing the 
‘special question of the superiority of ἀκρασία θυμοῦ to ἀκρασία ἁπλῶς 
—# τῶν ἐπιθυμιῶν, when already it had been established that the 
forms of ἀκρασία κατὰ πρόσθεσιν generally (ἀκρασία θυμοῦ being one 
‘of them) are better than ἀκρασία ἁπλῶς. 1 gather that Rassow 
regards vii, 6 as interpolated. Susemibl brackets it, 


Zone γὰρ ὁ ϑυμὸς ἀκούειν μέν τι τοῦ λόγον, παρακούειν δ] Cf 
Proil. ΚΗ. 3. 949 Ὁ. 13 διὰ τί ἀκρατεῖς λέγονται κατὰ rie ἐπιθυμίαε 
μάνον, οὔσης τῆς ἀκρασίας καὶ περὶ τὴν ὀργὴν ; ἢ ὅτι ἀκρατὴς μέν ἐστιν ὁ 
πορὸ τὸν λόγον τε πράττων, καὶ ἀκρασία ἡ παρὰ τὸν λόγον ἀγωγή, εἰσὶ δὲ al 
μὲν ἐπιθυμίαι ὧς ἐπίπαν εἰπεῖν παρὰ τὸν λόγον, αἱ δ᾽ ὀργαὶ μετὰ λόγον, οὐχ 
ὧς κελεύσαντος τοῦ λόγον, ἀλλ᾽ doe δηλώσαντος τὸν προπηλακισμὸν ἢ τὴν 
αἰτίαν. In 2 ΔΤ, vii. 3. τὸ the ἀκρατής proper is said to act ὑπὸ 
Adyou in a Sense, just as here the ἀκρατὴν θυμοῦ is said ἀκούειν re τοῦ 
λόγου. Moreover cven within the limits of the present passage 
λόγος fs represented as influencing <mévpia no less than ϑυμόρ---ὦ μὲν 
γὰρ λόγος fh φαντασία 1149 2, 32... ἀπόλανσιν 1149 b. r—although 
the writer proceeds immediately to contradict himself by adding 
1149 δ. 1 Sof ὁ μὲν θυμὸν ἀκολουθεῖ τῷ λόγῳ πως, ἡ 8 ἐπιθυμία ob. 
The writing is thus very careless and confused, but the sense 
intended is truce. The λόγος upon which ἐπιθυμία acts is the 
oka οἵ the selfish passions in the deparjs, or the hedonistic 
theory of the ἀκόλαστον, whereas that which prompts θυμός is ‘an 
idea of justice, however wild that idea may be’—Grant ad doc, 
Anger and Desire, in themselves, are equally irrational ; but Anger 
‘coexists with a certain consciousness of what is due between man 
and man, whereas Desire thinks only of its own gratification. 
+ Anger is a less immediately selfish passion than Desire. It is less 
debasing in the long run to the character.’—Grant ad loc. Cf. 
Plato, Rep. 440, where éypde is said to aid λόγος against ἐπιθυμίω, 
‘Resentment {s roused by the thought of base and selfish acts: see 
note oniii. 8. 10, b. 23. Cf also Butler, Sermon 8 Upon Resentment = 
“The only way in which our Reason and Understanding can raise 
anger is by representing to our mind injustice or injury of some 
Kind of other. ... Since ... it is necessary for the very subsistence 
‘of the world that injury and injustice and cruelty should be 
punished, and since compassion, which is so natural to mankind, 
would render that execution of justice exceedingly difficult and 
uneasy; indignation against vice and wickedness is... ἃ balance 
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1149 a. 25. to that weakness of pity, and also to any thing else which would 


bd. 


b.17. 


prevent the necessary methods of severity, Those who have never 
thought upon these subjects may perhaps not see the weight of 
this: but let us suppose a person guilty of murder or any other 
action of cruelty, and that mankind had naturally no indignadon: 
against such wickedness and the authors of it; but that every body 
was affected towards such a criminal in the same way as towards 
an innocent man: compassion amongst other things would render 
the execution of justice exceedingly painful and difficult and would 
often quite prevent it. And notwithstanding that the principle of 
Benevolence is denied by some and is really in a very low degree, 
that men are in great measure insensible to the happiness of their 
follow creatures; yet they are not insensible to their misery, but 
are very strongly moved with it: insomuch that there plainly is 
occasion for that feeling which is raised by guilt and demerit, as a 
balance to that of compassion. ‘Thus much may, I think, μὴν be 
allowed to resentment in the strictest way of moral consideration.” 


§ 2.) φυσικαῖς} It is more excusable to follow those épdfeus (Spegee 
is the generic term covering ϑυμός and ἐπιθυμία) which are gummi, 
Ke. nowal, not ἴδιοι καὶ ἐπίθετοι (see ENV. iii, xx. x), And yids, 
that is (καῇ ἡ χολεπότης (= ὁ θυμὸς ὁ καθ᾽ ὑπερβολήν), is φυσιυτότερον. 
than οἱ ἐπιϑυμίαι αἱ τῆς ὑπερβολῆς. Θυμός is, as Grant puts it, * more 
conslitutional,’ and is even hereditary; as the Ald, Schol. eays— 
ὅτι δὲ φυσικὸς ὁ θυμὸς δῆλον" διότι κοτὰ γενεὰν ἐπακολουθεῖ, OF course 
the writer's elsewhere-expressed view—that ἡ ἁπλῶς ἀκρασέα, though 
concerned with αἱ ἐπιθυμίαι af ris ὑπερβολῆς, is nevertheless confined 
within the limits of man’s normal φύσιν, must not be regarded as in 
any way modified by the prescnt passage. 


ὃ ἀπολογούμενος] Cf I, Af. ii. 6, 1202 a. 25—he was acquitted! 
ἢ 8. ϑολοπλόκου γὰρ xumpoyevois] a lyric fragment of unknown 
authorship. ‘The editors compare Sappho— 
ποικιλόθρον᾽ ἀδάνατ᾽ "Adpodira 
wai Διὸς δολόπλοκε, λίσσομαί oe, 
arly ἱμάντα} ‘the embroidered {κεντεῖν to stitch) girdle? 
“Opnpos] /7. xiv. 214-217 


5, καὶ ἀπὸ στήθεσφιν ἐλύσατο κεστὸν ἱμάντα, 
πυιαίλον" ἔνθα δέ οἱ θελκτήρια mira τύτνατο" 


= 
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God ton μὲν φιλότης, ἐν δ᾽ ἵμεροε, ἐν 8 ὀδριστύε 2149 5.7. 
πόρφαοσις, ἥ τ' They νόον πύκα wep φρονεύντων. 


§ 4. ὁ δ' ὀργῇ ποιῶν πᾶς ποιεῖ λυπούμενος, ὁ 8 ὑβρίζων μεθ᾽ ἡδονῆς b. 20. 
‘Grant observes that ‘this argument is similar to that used Eth. iii. 
11. 2 to prove that intemperance is more voluntary than cowardice.” 
In Rit. ii, 2. 1878 ἃ. 31 ὀργή is defined—torw δὴ ὀργὴ ὅρεξιε μετὰ 
λύπης τιμωρίαν φαινομένης διὰ φαινομένην ὀλεγωρίον. 


εἰ οἷν οἷς... ὕβριε] The reasoning here is—(r) that the b.21. 
Indulgence of an ὄρεξις which involves pain is less voluntary than 
‘that of one which involves pleasure, and consequently, if wrong, 
Tess unjust: therefore ϑυμός is less unjust than ὕβρις---{9} since the 
‘object of anger is supposed injustice (sce Σ΄. V.v. 8. 10 ἐπὶ φοινομένῃ 
ἀδιαίᾳ ὁ ὀργὴ ἐστι), that which raises anger with greater justice is 
‘fore unjust than that which raises it with less; we are more justly 
angry at ὕβριε, than at excesses of θυμός which do not involve ὕβριε: 
therefore acts of ὕβριε are more unjust than excesses of ϑυμόε. 

Th short, #3pw is worse than χαλεπότης, because (1) χαλεπότης is 
painful, and dpi pleasant: (2) we do not feel so indignantly angry 
AL acts due to χαλεπότης, a8 at acte due τὸ ὕβριο, 

Tk may perhaps be thought that the question is begged in the 
words ole ὀργίζεσθαι μάλιστα δίκαιον, ταῦτα ἀδικώτερα. The truth 
however remains that, roughly, things are wrong or unjust in 
Proportion to the indignation they rouse, This is all that the 
‘writer means by the unfortunately worded statement that ‘they are 
‘unjust in proportion to the justice of the indignation.” 


890. εἴρητοι war’ ἀρχάς] The distinction is made in chapter ὅ - Ὁ, 37. 
‘but if we suppose that the expression κατ᾽ ἀρχάε must refer to the 
of the present treatise on ἀκρασία, we may adopt the view 
‘of Cook Wilson (Ariz. Stud. p, 15) and others, that the reference 
ig toch. τ. δ 3: see Cook Wilson (4. S, p, 14)—' The phrase ὥσπερ 
ar’ dpyis does not seem to be used when the “beginning” referred 
to is at such a short distance (the preceding chapter) as ch. § would 
be in the present case: but only when it is so far off that itis better 
for the sake of clearness to take this rather than a more general form 
Hike ὥσπερ εἴρηται, ‘his is borne out by all the passages collected 
‘in Bonitz’s Index'—where, according to Cook Wilson, the intervals 
are of 83, 22, at least 15, 12, οὗ, and 4} pages (Bekker) respectively, 
“the smallest interval being about 350 lines.’ Grant, however, 


1140 5. 27, holds that the reference in the passage before us (vii. 6. 


Ὁ. 32, 


b. 82. 


186 BOOK Vil: CHAP. 6: § δ. 


6) * goes 
back to ch. 5. § 1, and gives colour to a suspicion that the book 
may have been put together out of separate pieces, and perhaps 
lectures, one of which may have commenced with the fifth chapter! 
So Stabr (Eh. Uebers. p. 248, note)—' Der Ausdruck “zu Anfang” 
geht auf den Anfang der “heutigen” Vorlesung. Denn die 
Aristotelischen Schriften tragen durchaus den Character m@nd- 
licher Vorlesungen und Vortrige.’ Without expressing any 
Opinion on the point of ‘the oral character” of the Evhics, I would 
say that I have little hesitation in referring the present εἴρηται κατ᾽ 
dpyds to vii. 1. 


ϑιὸ καὶ τὰ θηρία κι τιλ] The connexion seems to be this:— 
ἄνθρωποι are called σώφρονες or ἀκόλαστοι in respect of a relation 
subsisting between προαίρεσες and ἀνθρώπινοι κοὶ φυσικοί, NOt νοσημά-. 
τώδεις καὶ δηριώδεις, ἐπιθυμίαι : hence τὰ δηρία are not described as 
σώφρονα OF ἀκόλαστα (except sometimes metaphorically—e.e. when 
the members of a race distinguished by extraordinary voracity or 
laseiviousness are described a8 ἀκόλαστα) : for (1) thelr ἐπιδυμύαε are 
θηριώδειν, and (2) they have no προαΐρεσερ In short, σωφροσύνῃ and 
deodoria are ascribed to man with his normal human desires and 
rational principle, not to the irrational brutes with their brutish 
desires, 


τινι] If we read mm it must go with ὕβρει-το" remarkable for 
wantonness, it may be, or lechery’ (Grant): but Bywater’s 
suggestion 1 is preferable. 


ἐξέστηκε τῆς φύσεως, ὥσπερ ol μαινόμενοι τῶν ἀνθρώπων Ramsauer 
is wrong, 1 think, when he makes τοιαῦτα γένῃ τῶν ζῴων the subject 
of ἐβέστηκε, and adds—' Cogitatur igitur generalis quaedam omnium: 
animalium sana natura, a qua nonnulla genera (raph φύσιν) dew 
generaverint.” The subject of ἐξέστηκε is the same as that of ἔχει. 
in the line above—viz, τὰ éypia—al/ brutes generally, and the mean- 
ing is that the normal condition of brutes resembles that of madmen 
in being without the consciousness of those limits whieh define the 
‘nature’ of rational beings. The term Φύσεωρ must be regarded 
as coloured by its proximity to mpoaipeow and λογισμόν, just as 
φυσικοί above is coloured by its proximity to ἀνθρώπεναι, The 
brings this out in his version—obteude ἔχουσι {τὰ ϑηρίο) λόγον ἀλλὰ 
misty τὴν φύσεως ταύτης ὀφίστηκεν ὥσπερ of μαινόμενοι τῶν ἀνθρώπων. 


»- 
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Similarly the Ald, Schol—ot τοῦτο φησὶν ὅτε ἔξω rie φύσεωε τοῦ 1140.96. 


ἀλόγου ἐγένοντο, καὶ λογικὴν φύσιν ἔλαβον, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι τὰ θηρία ἐοίκασι roie 
ἐξεστηκόσι τῆς φύσεως ἤτοι tute μαινομένοις. 


6 1. ἔλαττον δὲ ϑηριότης κακίας] Rassow (Forsch. p. 81) reads 1180 a 1, 


ὅλαττον δὲ κακὸν Onpidrys κακίας, quoting the Paraphrast in support of 
the insertion—2ui τοῦτο καὶ ἔλαττον κακὸν ἡ θηριότην τῇε ἀνθρωπίνην 
κακίαν, « καὶ φοβερώτερον, 


ἃ. 3... doxia. gs and παραπλήσιον ἃ. δ, . . θηρίου a. 8 as dupli- 
cates. *The last passage,’ says Cook Wilson (Artis, Stud. p. 16), 
*is evidently a bungler’s work, for the comparison συμβάλλειν ἀδικίαν. 
πρὸς ἄνθρωπον ἄδικον is an unfortunate substitute for ἄψυχον συμ- 
βάλλειν πρὸς ἔμψυχον, and can hardly be by the same author” It 
is to be observed that the Paraphrast does not notice the clause 
παρυπλήσιον a. 6... minov ἃ. 7: his commentary is good—ad 
ψοῦτο cal ἔλαττον κακὸν ἡ ϑηριότηε vie dvOpwrlone κακίαε, οἱ καὶ φοβερώ- 
πέραν, Ἢ μὲν γὰρ ἀνθρωπίνη κακία τὸ βέλτιστον τῶν ἐν τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ. 
διωῤδείρει, δηλονότι τὸν λόγον, ἢ δὲ ϑηριότην οὐδομῶν᾽ οὐ γὰρ ἔχει λόγον" 
ὥσπερ καὶ τὸ ἄψυχον κακὸν ὕλωττον τοῦ ἐμψύχου κακοῦ" τὸ γὸρ κακὸν τὸ 
ἔχον ἀρχήν, ἥτις αὐτὸ κινεῖ, δλαβερώτερον τοῦ μὴ ἴχοντον' τὸ γὰρ ἀκίνητον. 
κακὸν ἀνεκτότερον τοῦ κινουμένον κακοῦ, καϑόσον ἔλοττον δύνωται δρᾷν, 
ὥσπερ οὖν τὸ ἔμψυχον κακὸν χεῖρον τοῦ ἀψύχου, ὅτι ὄχει ἀρχὴν ἐν αὐτῷ τὴν 
ψυχήν, ris οὐτὸ εινεῖ, οὕτω καὶ τὸ λογικύν, ὅτι τοῦ ἀλόγου μᾶλλον ἀρχὴν 
ἄχει, βλαβιρώτεμον καὶ χεῖρον' μνρισπλάσια γὰρ ἂν ποιήσειεν ἄνθμωπον κακὸς 
βηρίον, The Ald. Schol,, however, comments on παραπλήσιον... κάκιον, 
in ἃ manner which amply bears out the truth of Cook Wilson's 
remark that ‘the comparison συμβάλλειν ἀδικίαν πρὸρ ἄνθρωπον ἄδινον 
45 an unfortunate substitute for ἅψυχον συμβόώλλειν πρὸς ἔμψυχον. 
‘The Scholiast’s comment is to the following effect—' That the 
Unjust man is hurtful in proportion to the degree in which he 
‘participates in Injustice : therefore Injustice, as the source, is worse 
‘than the unjust man (εἰ γὰρ τὸ προσεγγίζον τῷ πνρὶ θερμαίνεται, πολλῷ 
μᾶλλον ἔσται τὸ πῦρ θερμότερον). On the other hand, Injustice is 
a lifeless thing in itself, unable to hurt unless realised in the unjust 
man; and in this sense is not so bad as the unjust man.’ 


a 


ϑηρίου] Rassow (Forsch. p. 23) regards ὅμοιον α, 3, 
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CHAPTER VII. 


Axcument. 


The man who struggles agsimit those pleasures and pains of tewck amd taste 
to wAtch ἀκολασία and σωφροσύνη are related, may exAibit either mere or less 
than the average power of coping with them. If he exhibit more than the 
average porwer of coping with the pleasures, we call kine ἐγαρασνήμ, wvore than 
the average power of coping with the pains, naprepucix: if δὲ exhibit tess 
pat iS average power of coping with the plasrures, dxparts, with the posins, 


Oars other hand, the man who set mot struggle agetast the weceesary” 
pleasures of touch ad taste, but prrsues them excessively, of dliberate choice, to 


indulges τοῦ tittle in these pleasures, while che σώφρων occupies the mean. 
There és also the man sho shunz bodily pains, not hecause he tt comgwered x αὶ 
struggle with them, but deliberately. He ἐν mot exactly padamie— for padenia 
is the non-delibovate avoidance of pains—but it ie @ sot ens ae 
εἶδον μᾶλλον) which he exkibits. Those whe do not 

‘are to be distinguéshed as the man whe £3 led on pepe Slip rap > 
shuns the pain of unsatisfied destre for pleasure. The man whe dove 

wrong without the spur of any, or & strong, desire plainly τοῦτον tham the 
man who dees it wuter the inflnence of a strong desire. δὲ the ἀιόλαστε ἴα 
worse than the ἀκρατήι. 

The reat opposite of the dxpariy és the ἐγπρατήν, and af the padnmle the 
καρτερυιόν, πγεράτοια is α higher quality than καρτερία, fer ἐν sverveme 
(ἀρατεῖν) ix better than nterely 10 hold one's grownd (ἀντέχειν). Onder the 
head of parania may be brought luxurious afeminacy, sith ἐπε indolent walt 
dinarian ways. A man may be pardoned who after αὶ struggle is everceme by 
powerful pleasures or pains—like Philvctetes er Corcyen én the play, or tike 
Xenophantus, who couid mot restrain his taughter: Out there is wo exewse Jor 
one swho, withous constitutional or morbid weakness, yiekds ἐν wise mest people 
can resist. 

The man who is very ford of amusement is sometimes thenght of x ἀκάλαν. 
ares, but he ἐγ μαλακόν, for amnsement i: relaxation frame the pain of 
work, and it ts this pain which the man who is very fond of amusement 
shirks. 

There ave tivo species of dxpaoia—that of the impetuoms " welamcholic® tem 
Perament, and that of the weak character, The weak mam diliberates amd 
then falls awey frem his resolve studer the influence of passion, whereas the 
dmpetuous wvan dees not deltberate and ἐν therefore carried νὰν by passion, 


§ 1. διωρίσθη] sc. εἶναι or γίνεσθωι (Zell). 
ἔστι μὲν οὕτως ἔχειν . . . ἃ, 16 χείρους] Grant has a good note. 
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Here tho terms ‘continent’ and ‘incontinent’ are fixed ' relatively 1150 ». a1, 


to what fs, as implying more or less continence than people in 
general have. And yet there is evidently some reference beside to 
the standard of what ought to be, else it could not be said that 
people in general verge rather to the worse side. To represent 
the majority of mankind as possessing a mediocre moral character, 
neither eminently good nor bad, but inclining to weakness, was in 
accordance with the Greek point of view. Widely different from 
this was what may be called the Semitic point of view, which, 
regarding man with greater religious earnestness, attributed to him 
“desperate wickedness.” The latter feeling was not confined to 
the Jews and to the pages of the Bible, but in some degree made 
‘itself known to the world in the Stoical philosophy.” 


ὁ δὲ περὶ λύπας μαλακὸς δ δὲ καρτερικός] Cook Wilson (Ariss, 
Shadies pp. 33 and 73) points out that Κ΄. ΔΓ iii, and the corres- 
ponding £. Ε΄. ii, associate μαλακία with δειλία, and καρτερία with 
«ἀνδρεῖα, and that there is no trace of the definite co-ordination found 
In vil. τ, with σωφροσύνη, Re. 


Β 2, 3] According to Rassow (Forsch. p, 23) these §§ contain 
‘an unnecessary discussion of the difference between ἀκολασία and 
ἀψασῶω, which repeats what has already been said in ch. 4. §§ 1-4. 
‘The conclusion of the passage ch. 4. §§ 1-4 διὸ μᾶλλον 1148 
17 ~.. ἰσχυρὰ a. 22 presents a striking resemblance to that of 
the passage ch. 7. δῥ 2, 3, παντὶ δ΄ ἄν 1rg0a, 27... ἐν πάθει ὧν 
4. 30, and nothing would be lost by the omission of the whole passage 
ch. 7. §§ 2, 3, the words ἀντίκεισαι καλ, § 4, a. 32, following naturally 
after πρὸς ric χείρους § 1, a, 16. 


§2. ἐπὰ 8... ἐλλείψει] ‘Since some pleasures are necessary 
(while others are not), and the necessary pleasures are so only 
‘within certain limits, their excess and defect not being “ necessary" 
(ἀπ being wrong)’: see Stahr—‘ wir haben ferner geschen, dass 
einige Geniisse nothwendig sind, andere dagegen es nicht sind, dass 
ferner jene ersieren es nur bis zu einem gewissen Grade sind.’ Grant 
is wrong in referring καὶ μέχρι τινός to af δ' of, translating—‘ Now, 
‘as some pleasures are necessary, but others are not to be called 
80, as being (eal) only necessary in certain degrees’ ‘The words at 
® of are really parenthetical. 


λύπαι} Rassow (Forsc/, p. 132) conjectures dys, referring to 


bi 


a 16, 


5.18, 


1150 4.18 


5.10. 


«81. 


oo. 
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§ 1, where we have ἐπιθυμίας καὶ φυγάς, and to the verbs διώκειν and 
φεύγειν which follow in the present §, 


ὁ μὲν τὰς ὑπερβολὰς διώκων τῶν ἡδέων +4 καϑ' ὑπερβολὰς + ἢ διὰ 
προαίρεσιν] Scc Rassow (Forsch. p, 132): ‘Sicher verderbt sind 
die Worte: καθ' ὑπερβολὸε ἢ διὰ προαίρεσιν, Nicht bloss f, das man 
in ἡ oder εἰ hat Andern wollen, sondern auch καδϑ' imepSokée ist 
anstUssig. Was man erwartet, findet sich in der Handschrift M: 
καθ' ὑπερβολὴν καὶ διὰ προαίρεσιν. Sollte diese Lesart eine Correctur 
sein, so ist sie wenigstens walescheinlicher als die neueren Aen- 
derungsvorschliige,’ 1 think that Bywater’s suggestion—j ὑπερβολαὶ 
for ἢ καϑ' imepBirrds—is good; the meaning, I take it, being that 
‘he pursues excessive pleasures, because they are excessive, that is 
(7) deliberately’; but nothing would be lost to this meaning, it 
seems to me, by the simple omission of the words # eat! tmep~ 
βολὰς ἥν 

‘The Paraphrast’s explanation of the text as i stands (the second 
# apparently omitted) is satisfactory enough—é piv τὸς ὑπερβολὰς 
διώκων τῶν ἡδονῶν, καὶ ἢ τὰς φύσει μεγάλας ἀεὶ ζητῶν ἡδονάς, ἢ τὰς φύσει, 
μετρίας ὑπερβαλλόντων ζητῶν, οὐχ ἑλκόμενος Balog mus ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν, ἀλλὰ 
peri προαιρέσεως ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸς τρέχων, οὗ δὲ ἄλλο τι δόξαν, φέρε εἰπεῖν, ἢ 
répBor, ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὰς δι᾽ ἑαυτάς, ἀκόλαστοε. 


ἀνάγκη γὰρ... ἀμεταμέλητος ἀνίατος] These words seem out 
of place here, unless the suggestion thrown out by Grant be 
accepted, that they ‘lay some stress on the ctymology of the word 
ἀκόλαστος" Ramsauer places them after ἀκρατοῦς § 3, a. 31. 


§ 8. τῶν δὴ λεχθέντων τὸ μὲν μαλακίας εἶδος μᾶλλον, ὃ δ᾽ ἀκόλαστος 
‘These words refer to the distinction drawn in § 2 between 6 μὲν rhe 
ὑπερθολὰν διώκων τῶν ἡδέων .. . διὰ προαίρεσιν and ὁ φεύγων rhs cepa 
τικὰς λύπαρ μὴ δι᾽ ἧτταν ἀλλὰ διὰ προαίρεσιν--- τ, ¢, the deliberate pursuit 
‘of bodily pleasure and the deliberate avoidance of bodily pain are 
distinguished, just as the non-deliberate yielding to pleasure is dis- 
tinguished from the non-deliberate shrinking from pain. For nom- 
deliberate action, according as it refers to pleasure, or to pain, there 
are appropriate technical terms—d«pacia and μαλακία : but there are 
no appropriate technical terms to mark the similar distinction which 
obtains in deliberate action, and the writer is obliged to retain the 
term ἀκολασία for the deliberate pursuit of pleasure, and to describe 
the deliberate avoidance of pain as ‘rather a kind of pa\eria’— 


_ 


BOOK Vil: CHAP.7: § 3. 191 


μαλακίας Pos μᾶλλον --- τοὶ as μαλακία simply, for that term ἰδ techni- 2150 a. a1. 
cally retained for the mom-deliderate avoidance of pain: sce Rassow 
( Forsch. pp. 132, 133), who explains as above, and Cook Wilson 
(Arist, Studies, parage. 77, p. 69). 

‘The intervention, however, of the passage τῶν δὲ μὴ προαιρουμένων. 
R25 . .. δεροτοῦς a. 3%, which relates to non-deliberate action, 
has induced many critics to suppose that τῶν δὴ λεχθέντων must be 
the ἀκρατής and podaxds, and hence that ὃ 3° ἀκόλαστον a. 32, the 
reading of all MSS, should be ὁ & ἀκρατήε : see Michelet ad dor., 
who reads and defends deparis, and Spengel (Arist. Stud. p. 213), 
who proposes τὸ δ᾽ dxpacias. ‘The intervention of τῶν δὲ μὴ προαιρου- 
μένων ἃ. 25» ἀκρατοῦς a. 31 is certainly awkward, but I do not 
think that there can be any serious objection to treating the passage 
‘as a parenthesis, so far as its length is concerned. Of course, if the 
passige ig an interpolation, 2s Cook Wilson argues (Arist. Studies, 
paragr. 78, p. 70), all difficulty disappears, τῶν δὴ λεχϑέντων fallow- 
ing immediately after προαίρεσιν § 5, ἃ, 25. In the first place,’ says 
‘Cook Wilson, *the sentence παντὶ & ἂν δόξειε «xd. (a. 27) interrupts 
in the most irrelevant manner a context which has for its object to 
‘explain the characters of καρτερία and μαλακία, and in the second 
place it is equally difficult to keep the first part of § 3 in the text, 
Decause it makes the pain to which the μαλακός yields that of un- 
satisfied! desire, which by no means suits the description of the 
μαλακάς in δὲ 5, 6, where the examples are certainly not of such 
pains’ Holding the distinction drawn in § 3, ὃ ira. 2g—6 δέ 
a. 26... Gore διαφέρουσιν ἀλλήλων, to be between two sorts of 
ἀερασία proper (see paragr. $3)}—that in which the motive is pleasure 
and that in which it is pain caused by the absence of pleasure—not 
Detween ἀκρασία and the paderia of which instances are given below 
in δ 5, Cook Wilson supposes the original locus of vii. 7. 3 τῶν δὲ 
προοιρουμίνων 2. 25 . . « ἀκρατοῦς a. 31 to have been somewhere 
after the passage ὥσπερ 1248 Ὁ. 9... Φαμὲν Ὁ. 44, νἱ!, 4. 6, which 
and vil. 7. 3 τῶν δὲ μὴ προαιρουμένων ἃ. 25 . . - ἀκρατοῦς a, 31 he 
presents (Tab. EX) as fragments of a duplicate of vii. 4. §§ 3, 4 τῶν 
δὲ περὶ 1248 3.4 . . . ἰσχυρά a. 35, ἃ pastage—also presented by 
him as somewhat fragmentary—in which the ἀκρατής is said to 
yield 10 bodily pleasures and fo avoid dodily pains. The bodily 
pains enumerated in vii. 4.3 are, it is true, those of πεῖνα, δίψα, 
ἀλέα, ψῦχος, whereas those mentioned in 7. 3 are only those of 
wansatisfied desire; Cook Wilson notices this discrepancy between 
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1150 a, 31. vii. 7. 3 and vii. 4. 3, but does not find it serious as between diupli- 


a, 32, 


cate versions (sec Arist. Shedies, paragr. 83); while between vil. 4.6 
and Vii, 7. 3 τῶν δὲ μὴ προδιρουμένων. .. « daparods, which he presents 
‘as parts of the same version, there is no such discrepancy, vil, 4. 6 
merely describing generally the objects of ἀκρασία as the same as 
those of ἀκολασία. 

T offer no opinion as to the correctness of Cook Wilson's view 
that the original locus of vii. 7. 3 τῶν δὲ μὴ προαιρομένων . . . ἀκρατοῦς 
is after vil. 4.6, 1 limit myself to saying that, with Rassow (Forsch. 
Pp. 2g),] think that the whole passage ἐπεί 1150 a. τό ον ἀκόλαστον 
a. 32, vil. 7. §§ 2, 3 interrupts the sense, being a repetition (espe- 
cially in the latter part of § 3) of what has been said before in vii. 4. 
$$ 1-4. 


ξ 4} ἐγκρατής is the proper opposite of ἀκρατής, because ἐγκρατῆε, 
involves τὸ κρατεῖν (and ἀκρατής, τὸ κρατεῖσϑαι) ; and καρτερικός is the 
proper opposite of μαλακός, because τὸ καρτερεῖν involves τὸ ἀντέχειν 
— bearing up’ against the pressure to which the μαλακός, or * soft" 
man, yields. There is no value in the distinction drawn here 
between the ἐγκρατής and the καρτερικόν, on the ground of the differ 
ence between ' vietory” and ‘bearing up.’ It may surely be sald 
that the ἐγκρατής ‘bears up’ against pleasure, and that the καρτεροκύς 
is ‘victorious over’ pain; at any rate, both succeed in aching meld, 
‘one in spite of pleasure. the other in spite of pains the xaprepuese is 
not fairly distinguished from the ἐγκρατής merely by the possession 
of the negative virtue of ‘bearing up.’ If he ‘bears ap, it is in 
order to act well. 

Cook Wilson (Arist Studies pp. 17, &., and pp. 45, &e.) 
regards § 4 as part of a version parallel to §1 (see Table 1V)—*In 
§ 1 the relation to one another of the ἀκρατής, μαλακός, ἐγκρατῆ, and 
καρτερικόν is determined. The first two of these yield (jente@es) to 
the bad impulse, but for the ἀκρατής, this is given by pleasure, for 
the μαλακήε by pain. The last two agree 40 far as both overcome 
(κρατεῖν) the bad impulse, and differ, like the first two, in its mature. 
Kparvivthen ig commen to the ἐγκρανῆς and saprepucds, ἡντῶσθων to the 
padarde and ἀκρατήε. This is contradicted by § 4, according to 
which κρατεῖν belongs to the ἐγκρατής alone, and not to the mprepade, 
whose action is mere ἀντέχειν : and this difference is made a reason 
for preferring the former to the latter, because «pareir is better than 
μὴ ἡττῶσϑοι. ‘Two such opposite views cannot have been intended 
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the same context’ (ρ. 17). The version to which § 4 belongs 1150 a. 39. 
‘Wilson regards as composed of δῇ 2, 4, 5, 6, and holds it to 
be ‘the work of an inferior thinker who, in attempting to make 
advance on the other [τ 6. the parallel version § 1] only adds 
subtleties, partly confosed, partly fallacious’ (p. 45)—i¢. he adds ἃ 
character standing to ἀκολασία in the relation in which μαλακία. 
‘stands to ἀκρασία, calling this new character somewhat confusedly 
εἶδος μαλακίας μᾶλλον͵ and yet is silent as to his reason for not com- 
pleting the symmetry by adding another character differing from 
καρτερία a8 σωφροσύνη Irom ἐγκράτεια, ‘Another uneuccesaful attempt 
to refine is the substitution by the second version of ἀνγέχειν for 
«κρατεῖν as characteristic of καρτερία: for this 80 far from being an 
improvement is a fallacy . . . ἀντέχειν could only mean a balance of 
motives, when the agent is quite undecided and no action results. 
‘But this is not the meaning of καρτερία, nor is there any ground in 
‘the context for believing such a meaning here intended. And if it 
were, the division ought to have been carried further, and a corre- 
character put on the side of pleasure, differing as only 
withstanding pleasure, from the ¢y«parje who overcomes it. The 
author probably thinks of the εσρτερικός as “ enduring” (καρτερῶν), oF 
* holding out (ἀντέχων) against” pain which cannot be annihilated 
. .- and in that sense cannot be overcome (kpareiv). But since this 
* holding out” means that the man does not allow the pain to deter- 
mine his will, it is κρατεῖν in the fullest sense ; the other kind of 
κρατῶν which he has not, is of no importance morally, because it 
is not in the sphere of his will at all. It is quite mistaken therefore 
to rank ἐγκρατής higher than xaprepuds, on the ground that the latter 
“does not “ overcome " in the sense described’ (Ariss. Studies, p. 45). 
Tentirely agree with Cook Wilson in the criticism which be passes 
in the last sentence; but I cannot see why the writer of § 4 should 
“not still be the writer of § τ, Having said μεταξὺ δ᾽ ἢ τῶν πλείστων. 
ὅξις, the writer of § τ would very naturally go on to explain, as is 
done in § 4, which of the four—depacta, ἐγκράτεια, μαλακία, καρτερία, 
are really ἀντικείμεναι, or τὴ ἃ vis to which. Appealing to 
‘etymology, and the usage of language {καρτερεῖν means ἀντέχειν--- 
‘to resist pressure,’ ‘to be hard’: ἐγκρατήε and ἀκρατής are both 
“compounds derived from κρατεῖν), he shows that it is the ἐγκρατῇε, not 
the καρτερικόε, who is the vir ἃ τεὴν (ἀντίκειται) of the dxparis, and the 
καρτεριεύε, not the ἐγκρατῆεν of the paraxds, It so happens that his 
‘appeal to etymology and popular usage betrays him into the error 

τοῖς τ, ο 


ξξ 
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1180 6. 88, of representing the καρτερικός as inferior to the ἐγερατόα in not 


achieving ‘victory’; but 1 do not see why the writer of § x should 
be deemed incapable of falling into this error, which, after all, does 
not come into conflict with anything stated in§ τ, As I read it, 
§ « only says that the ἐγκρατής and καρτερικός are stronger (speirrouc) 
and the ἀκρατής and μαλακύς weaker {ἥττους} than the average man, 
where pleasures and pains are concerned. 

If have explained correctly the nature of the appeal to etymology 
made in § 4, Cook Wilson's conjecture (Arist, Studies, pe 79) 
ἀντίκειται δὲ τῷ μὲν ἀκρατεῖ ὁ μαλακός, τῷ δὲ ἐγκρατεῖ ὁ eaprepude CANOE 
be accepted. 


δι δ. 866. dpolug δ᾽ ἔχει καὶ περὶ ἐγκράτειαν καὶ ἀκρασίαν κερτηρία and 


bo 


μαλακία are relative to ἡ τῶν πλείστων fhe: so also are dyspdre and 
ἀκρασία τ then follow explanatory remarks—ob yap εἴ τις eA. which 
concern both ἀκροσία and μαλακία, as is plain from the words ἡδονῶν 
ἡττᾶτωι ἢ λυπῶν Ὁ, 7. 


Θεοδέκτου] Theodecies was ἃ rhetorician and tragic poet, often 
mentioned and quoted by Aristotle—e. g. Jet, ii. 23. 1400 ἃ, a7 aS 
the author of a piece called the Ajax: Réwé, ii. 23.1397 b. g of an 
Alemacon: Rhet. ii, 24. 1g0x a. 35 of an Orestes: Rheh ἢ, 25. 
1399 a, 8 of a Socrates: Pol, i. 2 1255 ἃ. 36 οἵ α Helené “The 
Rhetoric of Theodectes (probably founded on Aristotle's lectures) 
is alluded to in Ret, iii, 9. 1410 b, 2 al & ἀρχαὶ τῶν περιόδων σχεδὸν, 
ἐν τοῖς Θεοδεκτείοιε ἐξηρίθμηνται, He was a native of Phaselis in 
Pamphylia, but spent most of his life at Athens, where he was the 
pupil of Isocrates and Aristotle (see Teichmiller, Diterarteche 
Fekden, pp. 260 and 266: he deserted Isocrates for Aristotle: 
and, in fact, seems to have put Aristotle in possession of some 
of the secrets of Iaocrates’ rhetorical teaching). Aristotle evidently 
thought very highly of him. The writer of the RAd. ed Alex. 
1421 Ὁ. 2 alludes to an Aristotelian rhetorical treatise with which 
the name of Theodectes was associated—d& ταῖν ὑπ᾽ ἐμοῦ τόχναιε, 
Θεοδέκτῃ γραφείσοις, He seems to have died at Athens: see 
Plut. (?) Oralorum vitae, Fsocrales, tuadjreve δ' ateg . « . καὶ pee 
ὁ Φασηλίτης ὁ τὸς τραγῳδίας ὕστερον γράψας, οὗ ἐστὶ τὸ μνῆμα δαὶ τὸν. 
Κνομῖγω πορευομένοις, κατὰ τὴν ἱερὰν ὁδὸν τὴν ἐπ᾿ ᾿Ελευσῖνα, texte κασέρῃ-. 
ρειμμένον, With regard to the Ῥλέζοεείεν mentioned here the Ald. 
Schol. has the following :—5 Ovodéerne τραγικὸν ἦν καὶ παράγει τὴν χεῖρα, 
δεδηγμένον τὸν Φιλοκτήτην ὑπὸ ὄφεως καὶ μέχρι μὲν πολλοῦ «αἱ ἀντόφεινα, 


al 
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πρὸς re λύπας καὶ τοὺς πόνους, ὕστερον δὲ ἡττήθη καὶ (Big? κόψατε τὴν 1180 b.9, 


ἐμὴν χεῖρα.  Aspasius (p. 133. 6. Heylbut) has:—olov εἴ rue ὥσπερ 
ὁ παρὰ τῷ Θεοδέκτῃ Φιλοκτήτης ὑπὸ τῆς ἔχεως πεπαρμένος κρύπτειν βουλό- 
μενοι, τοὺς περὶ τὸν Νεοπτόλεμον μέχρι μέν rivos ἀνέχει, ὕστερον δ᾽ oly 
ὑπομένων τὸ μέγεθος τῶν ἀλγηδόνων φανερὸς γίνεται, 

ὁ Καραίνου ἐν τῇ ᾿Αλόπῃ Κερκύων] There were two tragic poets 
called Carcinus, one an Athenian, the other an Agrigentine, In 
Rid. iii. 16. 1417 Ὁ. 18 the Oedipus of Carcinus” is mentioned: 
din Ret. ii. 23. 1400 Ὁ, g, the Medea: Poet. 16. 1454 Ὁ. 23, the 
Fhyestes; and in Poet. 17. 1455 0. 26, the Amphiaraos (ἢ. In 
this last passage Aristotle refers to a blunder in the acting of the 
piece, which displeased the spectators very much—onueior δὲ τούτου 
ἃ dmenparo Κορείνφ' ὃ γὰρ ᾿Αμφιάραον ἐξ ἱεροῦ ἀνήει, ὃ μὴ ὁρῶντα τὸν 
θεατὴν ἔλάνθανεν, ἐπὶ δὲ τῆς σεηνῆε ἐξέπεσε, δυσχερανάντων τοῦτο τῶν 
ϑιατῶν. From this passage we may infer that the play mentioned 
was acted at Athens, and that its author was the Athenian Carcinus, 
‘We may assume that in the other places where Carcinus is 
mentioned by Aristotle the Athenian dramatist ' is intended. With 
regard to the Alopé, the Ald. Scbol, has the following :—é Kapewos 
epee Fv ὁ δὲ Κεραύων εἶχε θυγατέρα τὴν ᾿Αλόσην, μαθὼν δὲ ὅτι ἐμοιχεύθη 
ἦ αὐτοῦ ϑυγάτηρ ᾿Αλόπη, ἡρώτησεν αὐτὴν τίς ἣν ὁ μοιχεύσαν, Neyo" εἴ poe 
φοῦτο ἂν ἄκοιε, οὐδ᾽ ὅλως ἂν λυπηθῶ, εἶτα εἰπούσηο τῆς ᾿Αλόπηι τὸν οὐτὴν 

οὐκ ὅτι ὁ Κερκύων ὑπὸ rie λύπης ἔφερε (ῆν, ἀλλὰ eal τὸ (ζῆν 
ἀπελήγτο. Cf Nauck, Frogm, Trag. p. 619: and for a discussion 
‘of the myth of Kereyon and Alopé, as represented in art, see Miss 
J-E. Harrison's Introductory Essay to Mythology and Momuments 
of Ancien! Athens, pp. cv-cix. 


Ξιωνοφάντῳ] Alexander is said to have had a musician of this name, b. 22. 


‘who may have been known to Aristotle: see Seneca, de Ira il. 2, 
‘qnoted by Zell—Alexandrum aiunt Xenophanto canente manum ad 
arma misisse,” 


ἀλλ᾽ εἴ nig] fhe, οὐ θαυμαστὸν εἶ τις ἰσχυρῶν ἡδονῶν ἢ λυπῶν ἡττᾶται, 
(Ὁ. τὴ, ἀλλὰ θαυμαστὸν εἴ τις πρὸς As οἱ πολλοὶ δύνανται ἀντέχειν, τούτων 
ἡπτᾶτωις 


ἐν τοῖς χκυϑῶν βασιλεῦσιν) It is not necessary to suppose with b. 14. 


many commentators that the reference here is to the infirmity 


+ There was ἃ comic Carcinus too : he is mentioned by Aristophanes, us. 
3961, Pez 781, 


oz 


2150 Ὁ»: 


Ὁ,35. 


14. mentioned in Herod. i: τοῦ. Nor do I find, in the detailed 


196 BOOK Vi: CHAP. 7: §§ 6-8. 


account given by Hippocrates {περὶ ἀέρων ὑδάτων τόπων 21, 22, ed. 
Littré, vol. ik pp. 74 sqq.) of the physique of the Seythians, any- 
thing answering to the μαλακία of the present chapter, which is περὶ 
λύπας. The θεία νοῦσος is indeed said by Hippocrates to attack the 
richer classes especially, but it has nothing in common with the 
μαλακία here mentioned. 


καὶ ὡς τὸ θῆλυ πρὸς τὸ ἄρρεν διέστηκεν] The point is the natural 
inferiority of women in the power of bearing up under pain. 


§ 7. ἡ γὰρ παιδιὰ κτλ] The radiddne—the man given up to 
amusement—is thought to be ἀκόλαστον, but is really μαλακός, for 
παιδιὰ is an ἄνεσις πόνων, This relaxation from πόνος the σιιδιώδηε 
pursues excessively. He is therefore paduxée, or too fond of avoiding 
πόνος, NOt ἀκόλαστος, given up to ἡδονή, ‘The true use of παιδιώ is 
given in Z. A. x. 6.6 παίζειν & ὅπως σπουδάζῃ, κατ' ᾿Ανάχορσεν, 6p Sie 
ἔχειν δοκεῖ. 


οο οἷ δέ] of μὲν refers to ἀσθένεια, and of δξτο πραπύτεια. 
ΔΙ, ii, δ. 1203 a, 30 ἔστι δὲ καὶ τῆς ἀκρασίαν δύο εἴδη, ἢ pir 
προπετιεὴ rie καὶ ἀπρονόητον καὶ ἐξαίφνηε γινομένη (οἷον ὅταν ἴδωμεν 
γυναῖκα, εὐθέως τι ἐπάθομεν, καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ πάθουε ὁρμὴ ἐγένετο πρὸς τὸ, 
τε ὧν ἴσως οὐ δεῖ), ἡ δ᾽ éripa οἷον ἀσθενικῇ τιτ, ἡ μετὰ τοῦ λόγου οὖσα τοῦ; 
᾿ἀποτρέποντος. ἐκείνη μὲν οὖν οὐδ᾽ ἂν ίαν δύξειεν εἶνοι ψεκτή" καὶ γὰρ ὧν 
τοῖς σπουδαίοις ἡ τοιαύτη ἐγγίνεται, ἐν τοῖς θερμοῖς καὶ αὐφιυέσιν' ἢ δὲ ἂν 
τοῖς ψνχροῖς καὶ μελαγχολικοῖν, οἱ δὲ τοιοῦτοι ψεατοΐ, 
ἔνιοι γάρ κιτιλ] This clause is added to show the value of εὖ 
βουλεύσασθαι, which is absent in προπέτεια, The implication is that 
the προπετεῖς, as distinguished from the ἀσθενεῖς, are strong enough 
to abide by the results of deliberation, if they deliberated at all, which 
they do not. 


προγαργαλίσαντες} It seems to me that we must supply ἄλλονε, 
not (as Zell does) ἑαυτούς, with προγαργαλίσαντεε : and understand 
the reference to be to a ‘tickling match,’ in which the aggressor 
has the advantage, The reading of LY, Mb, CCC, BY, NC, Asp, 
Hel., is προγοργαλισϑέντεε : of. Probl. ΔΕ. δ, 965 & τι (quoted by 
the editors) dk τί αὐτὸν αὑτὸν οὐθεὶς γαργαλίζει; ἢ ὅτε «αὶ δα" ἄλλον 
ἥττων, ἐὰν προαΐσϑηται, μᾶλλον δ᾽, ἂν μὴ ὁρᾷ; Geb ἥκιστα γεργαλεσθήσεται, 
ὅταν μὴ λανθάνῃ τοῦτο πάσχων᾽ ἔστι δὲ ὁ γέλων πορακοσή nis καὶ ἀπάτῃ, 
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See Grant's excellent note ad loc. in which he 1150», 25, 
refers to ‘the curious disquisition on μελαγχολικοὶ and the μέλαινα. 
χολή in Ar. Probl. xxx. 1,' to show that “both passionate impetu- 
‘osity and cold sluggishness were considered by the ancient 
physiologist to be different manifestations of the same strange 
temperament.” +, .. With the moderns, he adds, ‘the term 
“melancholy” is restricted to the cold and dejected mood; while 
the ancients much more commonly applied the term μελαγχολικόε to 
denote warmth, passion, and eccentricity of genius,’ The opening 
sentence of Probl. \. 953 ἃ. 10 presents the pedayxodun) «ρᾶσιρ as 
associated with genius—dub τί πάντες ὅσοι περιττοὶ γεγόνασιν ἄνδρες ἡ 
κατὰ φιλοσοφίαν ἢ πολιτικὴν ἢ ποίησεν ἢ τέχνα φαίνονται μελαγχολικοὶ 
Gres; In these cases the μέλαινα χολή (which may be either cold or 
hot) is moderately hot. Where it is too hot, men are given up to 
their passions, and tend to madness; where it is too cold, it 
‘anticipates and aggravates the chilling effect of the thought of 
danger and trouble, and makes men dejected and timid, and drives 
them to suicide. In de Memor. 2. 453 2. 19 the μελαγχολικοΐ are 
‘said to be easily affected by ideas, and images of the mind—rovrove 
γὰρ φαντάσματα κινεῖ μάλιστα ; and in the treatise περὶ τῆς καϑ' ὕπνον. 
μοντιαῆς 2. 463 b. 16 they are said to be great dreamers—sowy 
ὥσπερ ἂν εἰ λείλοι ἡ φύσιε ἐστὶ καὶ μελαγχολική͵ παντοδαπὰς ὄψεις ὁρῶσι---, 
and to be distinet dreamers—eiévévepo, and capable of divining 
the future in their dreams—2. 464 ἃ. 32 οἱ δὲ μελαγχολικοὶ διὰ τὸ 
σφύδρα, ὥσπερ βάλλοντες πόρρωθεν εὔστοχοί εἰσε' καὶ διὰ τὸ μεταβλητικόν, 
ταχὺ τὸ ἐχόμενον φαντάζοντωι αὐτοί: ὥσπερ γὰρ τὰ Φιλαιγίδου ποιήματα 
«αἱ οἱ. fie ἐχόμενα τοῦ ὁμοῖον λέγουσι καὶ διανοοῦνται, οἷον ᾿Αφροδίτην" 
καὶ οὕτω συνείρουσιν εἰς τὸ πρόσω. τι δὲ καὶ διὰ τὴν σφοδρότητα ode 
ἐκκραύεται αὐτῶν ἡ κίνησις ὑφ' ἑτέραν κινήσεως >—on this passage sce 
Themistius fol. 105 b. (vol. ii. p. 296, ed. Spengel) ὥσπερ γὰρ τὼ 
 Φιλοιγίδου ποιήμωτα μὴ ἔχοντα μεταβολὰς προσώπων καὶ διηγημάτων 
μεταπτώσεις ἀὰ ἐχόμενα τοῦ ὁμοίου διωνουῦντοι καὶ συνείρουσιν, οἷον εἴ σιν 
Αφροδίτην ἐν ταῖε ἀρχοῖε εἶπε καὶ μέχρι τέλους ταύτης ἔχεται, οὕτω καὶ οἱ 

᾿ ὅνμανεῖς ἐχόμενα τοῦ ὁμοίου διωνοοῦντωι καὶ βλέπουσι, In short, the 
με fare persons of strong passions and vivid imagination, 
‘who allow themselves to drift down the torrent of their fancies and 
feelings:—of- EN. vii. 14. 6 of δὲ μελαγχολικυὶ τὴν φύσιν δέοντον. 
dei ἱατρείατ' καὶ γὰρ τὸ σῶμα δακνόμενον διωτελεῖ διὰ τὴν κρᾶσιν, καὶ ἀεὶ ἐγ 
ὀρέξει σφοδρᾷ εἰσίν. 


1150 b. 29. 


Ὁ, a1. 
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CHAPTER VIII 
Arouurxt. 


The ἀκόλαστος, as we said, ἐτ wot the man to repent of what Ke Aas dome = dust 
the ἀκρατὴς is αἴπθαγν ready ἔν repent. Hence tt ts mot the dupards, as war 
suggested 6 2, §% 10, ταν Aut the ἀκόλαστον who ἐξ dncuraNe. ᾿Αχολασία it Fike 
chronic disease, auch ax dropey or consumption ; ἀκρασία like a temporary 
seizure. in short they differ generically—Aavdaoia ἐν present tm its subject 
without his Anowledye, but the ἀκρατὴς knows that he ts depart, 

Of the two species of ἀκρασία, that of the impetuous character ἐν the hetter. 

The ἀκόλαστον and the dxparhs are then sala Alen ae 
acting ax he docs from deliberate choice, the datter acting ret 
deliberate choice. “What they do, however,és much the samme: 
are not uninteltigent, but do γε, ρέτεῖτος. 0 
Δερατής it not ἀκόλαστος, but does the things that the ἀκόλαστον «ἔνε, δίκα 
since the character of the ἀκρατὴς t such that he folioers tadity βέκατωνεν 
dmmederately without thinking ét proper to do το, whereas the ἀκόλαστον thinks 
that it ie proper to follow theme because it ἔν his Regrets, 
conclusion must be that it ἔν the ἀκρατής, anid not the ἀκέλαστοι, whe 
he casity induced to ‘think differently’—the ἀκρατὴν may stilt be 
because he still has the Principle of good conduct within hime— that 
WAKA virtue (αν én the σώφρων) preserves intact, αν vice (αι ἐπ the ἀκόλαστον 
sdestroys—the κυρά end which in conduct is the srinciple, ax the asreemptions wre 
the principles in mathematics; in mathematics it is not ἃ provers of rearening 
WwAéch leads to princtples ; 50, tw conduct it ἐν not reasoning of amy hime, Beit 
virtue, natural or acquired by habit, which gives a right view tke Printigie 
The σώφρων, then, has the right view, ar the ἀκόλοστοι Bat a felte vie ; while 
the dupaets, though constrained by passion ἐν follow bevdily Pleasures 
ately, ts mot eomstrained by it ἐν believe that ἐ ἐν proper ta ἀν το. He ἐκ mot 
wholly tad; for that which is best—Prineiple—ir alte ἐν Aim. 
49 the Gepards ds the ἐγερατήν, ἐπ whom reason prevails qgubmed passion. 


§ 1] The writer now passes naturally from of μὲ elere tae 
§ 8) to the ἀκόλαστον.---ἐμμένει γὰρ τῇ προαιρέσει, 

ὥσπερ ἐλέχθη] A reference (bracketed by Susemihl) to ch. τις 
1150 a. 21 ἀνάγκη γὰρ τοῦτον μὴ εἶναι μεταμελητικάν, ὥστ᾽ ἀνίατον" 4: 
ἡματαμζλητος ἁνίατου-ττὰ clause which (as noted ad ἀν} comes 
awkwardly in its context. 


ἠπορήσαμω, Ch. 2. §§ το, rr. The appropriate conception 
μεταμελητικὸν εἶναι solves the ἀπορία which was caused by the in- 
appropriate conception μεταπεισθῆναι ὧν ch. 2. §§ 10, τ᾿. The 
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ἀκρατής, after he has gratified the desire of the moment, ceases to 1180 b, at. 


ook back upon the gratification with the same satisfaction with 
which he regarded it before he effected it; the idea of the desire 
is now weak, and the sense of the harm done by its gratification 
proportionally strong. ‘This means that he now ‘regrets’ that he 
‘thas gratified the desire, But the ἀκόλαστος acts under the habitual 
influence of desires so comparatively feeble, that if the ideas of 


If it seemed good to gratify them then, it now seems 
good to have gratified them, This means that the ἀκόλαστος does 
ποῖ feel ‘regret.’ Indulgence has become so habitual to him, that 
it is no longer, in cach case, accompanied and followed by the 
consciousness of a system of life which ix being sacrificed. Acts 
eee oe regarded as involving the agent in a 

serious responsibility, but are performed as it were mechanically, 
and in unconsciousness of all but their momentary pleasure. 
‘Thus ἡ μὲν κωκία λωνδάνει, ἡ δ᾽ ἀκρασία ob λανθάνει 1150 Ὁ. 36— 
eer ey te Ab, Schol, ἡ μὲν κακία ἤτοι ἡ ἀκολασία λανθάνει 
ἀαυτήν" οὗ γωώσκει γὸρ ὅτι τὸ μοιχεύειν κακόν ἐστι, ἀλλ' ὧν ἀγαϑὺν αὐτὸ 
οἴεται" ἡ δ' ἀκρασία οὗ λανθάνει, ἤτοι οὐκ ἀγνοεῖ ὅτε τὸ μοιχεύειν κακόν ἐστι. 


621] Cook Wilson (Arti. Studies, pp. 2g and 66) regards this δ 1151 a. 1. 


‘as interrupting the line of thought begun in § τ, and pursued in 
$3. Grant, on the other hand, says—the thread of reasoning 
goes on continuously from the end of the preceding chapter, and 
50 there ig nothing remarkable in the writer's now reverting to the 
two kinds of incontinence, as if he had never digressed from 
discussing them.’ I am inclined to endorse Grant's view, which 
seems to agree practically with that of Ramsauer— Adjunguntur 
hhaec (2. 1-5) haud alieno quidem loco, sed tamen ita ut und istt 
sententii ab ef disputatione quae per reliquum caput obtinetur 
devertatur, Ita vero jam agitur, ut nisi ct praccesserit 11g0 Ὁ, 
‘19-28 εἰ eoder respiciaur verba vix intellegi possint,’ Although 
ᾧ 2 opens rather awkwardly with αὐτῶν δὲ τούτων, which are not the 
ἀκόλαστον and deparie as might perhaps be supposed, but the 
ἀκρατεῖς themselves (ol ἐκστατικοί being the προπετεῖν, and of μὴ 


| dupivorres the ἀσθενεῖς of ch, 7. § 8), 1 cannot think that its subject 


is out of place, Section 1 has solved the old ἀπορία of ch. 2. §§ ro, 
‘rx by pointing out that the dedavror sticks to his bad principle 
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καὶ of ἀκρατεῖς ἄδικοι μὲν οὐκ εἰσίν, ἀδικήσουσι δ6] Rassow 1153 «. 10. 


(Forsch. p. 133) shows that καί stands for οὕτω καί and that 
Bekker's full stop after ἀξύνετοι a. to should be replaced by a 
comma. Susemihl and Bywater follow him in this punctuation. 
Bywater introduces ἀδικήσουσε, the reading of ΚΡ, CCC, and 
Cambr. I prefer the ἀδιωοῦσι of other authorities, so far as the 
sense is concerned ; and suspect that the preceding εἰσίν may have 
given rise to the form ἀδικήσουσι. 


$4. μὴ διὰ τὸ πεπεῖσθαι] See note on vii. 2. 10. 1146 a. 31. 


δ δὲ πέπεισται διὰ τὸ τοιοῦτος εἶναι οἷος διώκειν αὐτάς] The «18. 


‘conviction’ or ‘theory’ of the ἀκόλαστος is plainly said here to be 
the raul? of moral depravity: see note on vil. 4, 4. 1148 ἃ. 97. 
Τὸ be ‘convinced’ as the ἀκόλαστος is convinced, implies the loss 
of moral character, which is irreparable: moral character is not 
produced, like the conclusion of a syllogism, by a process of 
reasoning (6 λόγος a. 17), nor can it be reinstated by such a 
Process; it is rather a Life (analogous to the life or nature of a 
plant or animal), inherited in germ by the individual (φυσικὴ ἀρετή 
a 18), and largely developed by him (ἐδιστῇ a. 19) in cor- 
respondence with the conditions of his special environment. If 
this life be once lost by the individual, it is lost irreparably. But 
the ἀκρατής has not yet suffered this irreparable loss; he still thinks 
‘that his acts (which, as acts, are much the same as those of the 
Sxdhacreoe) are wrong : he still has the principle of moral life in him 
(ἀρχή, τὸ οὗ ἕνεκα x. 16}—the conception of conduct, and is edperd~ 
agree (a. 14), ie amenable to moral influences—can still be 
touched by reproof and example, and still has some regard for 
‘other people, and for his own better self. It is true that he has 
mo need to ‘change his conviction,’ for it is already correct: 
he must change bis acfr; and it is the possibility of his doing 
this which is conveyed by the term eiperdmeoros—used here, I 
think, not because it is the most appropriate term, from the 
‘writer’s own point of view, to express the conversion, or reforma- 
tion, of the ἀκρατής, but because μεταπεισϑῆναι occurs in the puzzle, 
left unsolved in chapter 2. δῇ 10, 11, and disposed of here by means 
of considerations which make it possible for the writer now to guofe 
the term, without being misunderstood :—' if,’ he in effect says, 
we may use the misleading term ebuerdneoror, it is the deparye, 
‘Hol, as Our opponents argue, the ἀκόλαστος, who is εὐμετώπειστον." 
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2518.16. ὥσπερ ἐν τοῖς μοθηματικοῖς al ὑποθέσει5} ὑποθέσεις in the sense of 
the θέσεις, or peculiar ἀρχαί, of mathematics which are ὁρισμοί, is 
not in accordance with strict Aristotelian usage. Acoording to the 
doctrine of the Ax, Poss the θέσεις, or immediate principles, of a 
particular science (as distinguished from the ἀξιώματα or immediate 
principles necessary to all sciences) are either ὑποθέσειε oF Spot, 
ὉὙποθέσεις are θέσεις which assert existence or non-existence, while 
ὁρισμοῖ are θέσειε which state formal essence. Mathematical science 
has, as its peculiar ἀρχαί, θέσεις of the later hind, ae, σεις, 
which are ποῦ dredious, but dpopol. See Am. Posh i. 2.72 ἃ. 14 
Αμέσου δ' ἀρχῆς συλλογιστικῆς θέσιν μὲν λόγω ἣν μὴ ὅατι δεῖξαι, μηδ' 
ἀνιίγκη ἔχειν τὸν μαθησόμενόν τε" ἦν δ᾽ ἀνάγκη ἔχειν τὸν ὁτιοῦν μοδησόμενον, 
ἀξίωμα ἔστε γὰρ ἕνια τοιαῦτα' τοῦτο γὰρ μάλιστ' ἐπὶ τοῖς τοιούτοις εἰώ- 
Caper ὄνομα λέγειν, Θέσεως δ' ἡ μὲν ὁποτερονοῦν τῶν μορίων rie dro 
φάνσεωε λαμβάνονσα, οἷον λέγω τὸ εἶναί τε ἢ τὸ μὴ εἶναί τι, ὑπόθεσις,  ὃ᾽ 
ἄνευ τούτου ὁρισμόν, Ὃ γὰρ ὁρισμὸφ θέσιρ μὲν dere vider γὰρ ὁ 
ἀριθμητικὸς μονάδα τὸ ἀδιαίρετον εἶναι κατὰ τὸ ποσόν ὑπόϑασις 8 οὐκ 
ἔστι" τὸ γὸρ τί ἐστι μονὰς καὶ τὸ εἶναι μονώδα οὗ ταὐτόν, See also Am, 
Post, ii. 7. 92 Ὁ, τῷ τί μὲν γὰρ σημαίνει τὸ τρίγωνον ἔλαβεν ὁ γεωμέτρην. 
ὅτι δ' ἔστε delerver—on which Themistus has (fol. 16 a. vol. ip, 
717, ed. Spengel) λαμβάνοντες τί σημαίνει τὸ τρίγωνον ὅτι περοΐχεσθαι 
ὑπὸ τριῶν εὐθειῶν, οὕτω δεικνύουσιν ὅτι ἔστι, συμιστάντερ αὐτὸ ἐκ τριῶν 
εὐθειῶν : see also An. Post. i. 10. 16 ὃ. 35 οἵ μὲν οὖν ὅροι οὐκ «ἰαὶν, 
ὁποθέσειφ᾽ οὐδὲν γὰρ εἶνμι ἢ μὴ εἶναι λέγονται εν» τοὺς δ᾽ Spore μόνον 
ξυνίεσθοι δεῖ, τοῦτο δ᾽ οὔχ ὑπόθεσις, εἴ μὴ καὶ τὸ ἀκούειν ὑπόθεσίν τις 
φήστιεν εἶναι. Accordingly, in the passage before us (2. wil. 5. 
4), if the dpwpot of mathematics are meant, the employment of the 
term ὑποθέσεις to convey the meaning is against strict Aristotelian 
usage. 

Grant observes that the term ὑπόθεσις is used in precisely the 
same way in the ZZ. as here—viz, ELE. ii. 10, 1297 ἃ. 8 περὶ μὲν 
τοῦ τέλους vidas βοιλεύετοι, DNS τοῦτ' ἐστὶν ἀρχὴ κιὶ ὑπέθεσις, ἄσπερ Ὁ 
ἐν ταῖρ θεωρητεκεῖς ἐπιστήμαις ὑποθέσεις (ρηται δὲ περὶ αὐτῶν ὅν μὸν Ὁ 
tole ἐν ἀρχῇ βροχέωε, ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἀναλυτεκοῖν δι᾽ dupiSeloe), and 2. Κ΄. ἃ. 

11, 1227 δ, 28 ὥσπερ γὰρ ταῖν θεωργτικαῖς αἱ ὑπυϑέσεις ἀρχαί, οὕτω καὶ 
τοῖς ποιητικαῖς τὸ τέλος ἀρχὴ καὶ ὑπόθεσις, Now, these passages both 
agree with that before us (ZV. vii. 8. 4) in adducing the ὑποθέσεις 
of mathematics to illustrate the réhos, or ob ἕνεκα, of πρᾶξιε, for 
which Boikwow finds means, Remembering that it is with ὦ 
mathematical anajysts that βούλευσις is compared in 2. 4 iii. 3. τὰ, 


| 
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12 (where sce notes), we may ask the question—Is it probable that 1151 a. 16, 


the writer employs ὑσοϑέσειε here (2. NV. vii. 8. 4) for δρισμοί, or the 
ἀρχαΐ of the synthetic process in mathematics, and consequently 
violates strict Aristotelian usage? May he not be employing the 
term quite accurately, to denote the assumption of the thing to be 
proved, from which an analytical proof in mathematics starta? 
1am inclined to think that he probably employs the term που 
Aires in this sense, Of course the general statement which im- 
mediately follows—obre δὴ ἐκεῖ ὁ λόγοε διδασκυλικὸς τῶν Apxar—may 
‘be thought to point the other way. 


τοῦ ὀρθοδοξεῖν) governed by Bteorehied understood, A man’s», 19, 


‘end’ is given by his character; his ‘end’ is the assertion thronghe 
‘out life of a character, just as ἴδε! end’ of an animal or plant is 
the assertion and maintenance of its particular organism. Cf. 
ili. §. 17 ὁποῖδε wol! ἕκαστός ἐστι, τοιοῦτο καὶ τὸ τέλος φαίνεται. 
αὐτῷ: or as the same truth is stated, more generally, by Spinoza 
{ιν iii. 6 and 7), ‘Unaquaeque res, quantum in se est, in suo esse 
perseverare conatur.. . . Conatus, quo unaquaeque res in suo 
3%¢ perseverare conatur, nihil ‘est practer ipsius rei actualem essen- 

tam” It goes ‘without saying, in short, that the good man’s ‘end’ 
or * principle’ is good, and the bad man’s bad. C/ £.WV. vi. 12, 10 
οἱ γὰρ συλλογισμοὶ τῶν πρακτῶν ἀρχὴν ἔχοντές εἰσιν, ἐπειδὴ τοιόνδε τὸ 
τίλοι καὶ τὸ ἄριστον, ὀτιδήποτε By (Yorw γὰρ λόγου χάριν τὸ τυχόν)" τοῦτο 
δ᾽ εἰ μὴ τῷ ἀγαθῷ, οὐ φαίνεται" διαυτρέφει γὰρ ἡ μοχθηρίο καὶ διαψεύδεσθαν 
ποιεῖ περὶ τὸν πρακτικὸν ἀρχάε: and Δ᾽ ΔΝ. vi. 5. 6 οἱ μὲν γὰρ ἀρχαὶ τῶν 
πρακτῶν τὸ οὗ ἔνεκα τὰ πρακτά" τῷ δὲ δισῴϑαρμένῳ δὲ ἡδονὴν ἢ λύπην «bbe 
σὺ φαίνεται ἀρχή, οὐδὲ δεῖν τούτον ἕνεκεν οὐδὲ διὰ τοῦδ' αἱρεῖσθαι πάντα καὶ 
πράττειν" ἔστι γὰρ ἡ pee apr ἀρχῇ. On φυσικῇ and ἐθεστὴ (or 
eple) ἀρετή, seo FN. vi. 13. 2. 6. 

‘Plutarch (de Viré. Mor. ch. 6) illustrates the difference between 
‘the ἀκόλαστον and the ἀκρατῆς from the poets— 


"Aeohiorar μὲν οἶδε φωναί; 
τίς δὲ χάρις, τί δὲ τερπνὸν ἄνευ χρυσῆς ᾿Αφροδίτης 5 
τεθναίην ὅτε μοι μηκέτ ταῦτα μέλει. 
καὶ ἕτεροι" 


τὸ φογεῖν, τὸ πιεῖν, τὸ τῆν ᾿Νφροδίτην τυγχάνειν, 
τὰ 8 ἄλλα προσθήκαιε ἅπαντ᾽ ἐγὼ who, . 


7 
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L151 0.19, φησίν αἱ δὲ τῆς ἀκρασίος ἕτεραι καὶ διαφέρουσοι" 
γνώμην ἔχοντά μ᾽ ἡ φύσιε βιάζνται, 


οἵ af, τὸ δὴ θέον ἀνθρώποιε κακόν, 
ὅταν τις εἰδῇ τἀγαθόν, χρῆται δὲ μή. 


ὕλαν we γὰρ ἤδη θυμόε, οὐδ' BF ἀντέχει, 
ϑινῶδες ὧς ἄγκιστρον dyxipas σάλφ' 


θινῶδεε ἄγκιστρον οὗ φαύλως λέγων τὸ μὴ κάτοχον τοῦ λογισμοῦ μηδὲ 
ἀραρός, ἀλλὰ μανότητι τῆς ψυχῆ, καὶ μαλακίᾳ προϊέμενον τὴν κρίσιν, οὗ 
πόρρω δὲ the εἰκόνος ταύτης κἀκεῖνα εἴρητοι" 

ναῦς ὥς ris ἐκ μὲν γῆν ἀνήρτηται βρόχοιε, 

πιεῖ δ᾽ οὖρος, ἡμῖν δ᾽ οὐ κρατεῖ τὰ πείσματα, 
πείσμοτα γὰρ λέγει vite ἀντεχοῦσαν ερίσεις πρὸ τὸ αἰσχράν... τῷ γὰρ, 
ὄντι πλησίστιος μὲν ἐπὶ ras ἡδονὰς ὁ ἀκόλαστος. Σωφρυσύνη he illus: 
trates thus (de Vir’, Mor. ch. 7)— 

δή ror’ ἔπειτ᾽ ἄνεμος piv ἐπαύσατο, ἦ δὲ γαλήνη 

ἔπλετο γηνεμίη, κοίμισσε δὲ κύματα δαίμων. 


νοοῦν πᾶσαν ὁρμῆν εὐάγωγον οὖσαν, 
ἄδηλον ἵππῳ πῶλον ὧν ἅμα τρέχειν. 


5.30. ξ 5. ἐκστατικός] Cook Wilson (Arts/. Studies, p.26) thinks that 
ὁ 5 and § 2 ‘were not intended for the same context! In § 2 ‘the 
terms ἐκστατικοί and μὴ ἐμμένοντες «rh. are opposed, as denoting 
different species of the same genus’—v.¢. προπέτεια and ἀσθένεια, the 
‘two species of ἀκρασία : but in § 5 ‘the passages 1151 ἃ, 26 6 dupe- 
»ετικὸς καὶ οὐκ ἐκστατικὸς διὰ ye τὸ πάθον Of the ἐγκρατῆ, and τα δὲ ἃ, 20 
ἔστι δέ τις διὰ πάθον ἐκστατικὸς παρὰ τὸν ὀρδὰν λόγον shew ... that the 
terms ἐκστατικοὶ and μὴ ἐμμενετικοί | τε οἱ τὸν λόγον ἔχοντες μὴ ἐμμένωνενε, 
δέ] are identical, and not opposed to one another’ In § 5 each 
term ‘is used to characterise all ἀκρασία, and not a species of it! 

‘The circumstance that § 2 and § 5 differ in their use of the term 
ἐκστατικός {μὴ ἐμμενετικός does not occur in § 2) is noticed by Ram- 
sauer also (see above note on ᾧ 2.1151 a. 1), but he does not draw 
Cook Wilson's inference from the circumstance, I think that the 
significance of the circumstance may be easily exaggerated. The use 
of ἐκστατεκόν in the generic sense, as in § δ, is of course the regular 
use of the term in this book; but 1 confess that 1 do not find much 


«οὶ 
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difficulty in allowing the writer of § 5 to use of ἐκστατικοί in § 2 for 1161 a, 20, 


οἱ μὴ ἀναμένοντες τὸν λόγον, a3 Opposed to οἱ τὸν λόγον ἔχοντες μέν, μὴ 
ἀμμένοντεν δέ; Associations derived from ἕεστασις and ἐκστῆναι natu 
rally place the ἐκστατικόν, as ἀλόγιστυν, in opposition to ὁ τὸν λόγον 
ἤχων: and I do not see why even the writer of § 5 should not be 
allowed to yield to these associations for a moment in § 2. 

Cook Wilson is of opinion that § 4 ἐπεὶ art... τὴν ὀρχήν 
a. τῷ and § 5 σώφρων ἃ. 19... φαύλη a. 28 are parallel versions 
(Arist, Studies, pp. 35 sqq., Table vi), § 4 being the later, and 
‘by an inferior thinker :—‘at least there are confusions in it from 
which § 5 is free’ (p. 36), viz. in § 4 ‘the sentence éerivor ... 
σώζει implies that the ἀκρατής has ἀρετή": the attribution of ép8o- 
Boker περὶ τὴν ἀρχὴν to φυσικὴ ἀρετή ‘is quite against the tenor of 
the doctrine about φυσικὴ ἀρετῇ which is given in XV. vi. 1g. There 
it is distinctly said that φυσικὴ ἀρετή does not belong to the Soga0- 
τωκόν but to the ἠθικόν in the soul’ (vi, 13. 2): lastly se substitu- 


disturbs the text awkwardly” I cannot see that 
that ' the dkparis has ἀρετή, What the writer says is that ἀρετή (se. 
in the σώφρων, mentioned at the end of the §—in a sentence with 
which Cook Wilson begins the parallel version contained in § 5) 
σῴζει τὴν dpxiv, and what he implies is that the ἀκρατής has not yet 
Jost the ἀρχῇ which ἀρετή (in the σώφρων) keeps permanently safe. 
‘As for the attribution of τὸ dpdodogeiv περὶ τὴν ἀρχήν to φυσικὴ ἀρετή 
Deing against the tenor of vi. 13, because φυσικὴ ἀρετῇ is said (vi. 
13 2) to belong to the ἠθικόν and not to the δοξαστικάν---ἰβ not vi. 
τὰ, ὁ ἡ μὲν γὰρ ἀρετὴ (sc. ἡ ἐθιστὴ) τὸν σκοπὸν ποιεῖ ὀρθόν equally 
against the tenor of vi. 13.2? Both kinds οἵ ἀρετή belong to the 
ἡδικόν. An intellectual function is ascribed in vi. 12. 6 to ἡ ἐθιστὴ 
dperj—inaccurately, no doubt, if we insist on the point that it 
belongs to the ἡθικὸν μόροε: what, then, is there to prevent the 
writer of vii, 8. 4—inaccurately, but not against the lead given in vi 
—ascribing an intellectual function to φυσικὴ dper—especially, 1 
would add, in a clause in which the two kinds of ἀρετῇ are mentioned 
50 closely together, in one breath, as it were—ddr' dpery ἢ φυσικὴ ἢ 
ἐδιστὴϊ 

With regurd to the use of the term εὐμετάπειστον in § 4 see note 
on that §, a. 13, 


a 
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CHAPTER IX. 
Agcuxrxt. 


To revert to a former diffcalty—Is it any view and choice, or the right view 
and choice, that the ἐγαρατήι abides by ? 

ds it any view and choics, or the false view, and wooeg choice, that the 
ἀκρατής fails ἐν abide by ἢ 

Our answer must surtly δέ, that per sccidens it may be any riers or choice, 
dut-cwventinlly it is the true view and the right choice that the ome abisies ty, 
and the other fails to abide by. 

There are certain peeple—described pencrally as * people with stromg pica" 
—twho hold very firmly το their own opinions, and are very herd te comvinet of 
“ρον. Their quality resembles ἐγκράτεια, but it speuricec; for the ἀγαρατάα, 
while maintaining an unchanging attitude towards passion, ἦν ready te yield, 
Uf need be, ἐν the porswasion of reason ; wheres these * people with strane φάω" 
are not actuated by reascr but by desire—they are ignorant clewrutih 
‘with views of their own,” whe are actuated by the pleasure ef net bring beaten 
by thove who try to persuade them—they are unhappy if they have moe their etm 
way, like α democratic assembly. They thus resemble the dxparie rather than 
the ἐγκρατήν, 

There are others, agai, who do not abide by their resolves amd yet are not 
ἀκρανοῖν : ©. g. the Neoptolemus of Sophocles did wot abide by his resaow ἐν tall 
lie: it war plearure which made hin cbandow his resslve—bat poble iasere 
—the pleasure of telling the truth. It ix only where the plexvwre swhich de 
termines action is bad that we speak of ἀκολασία and ἀκρασία, 6. 

Just ax σωφροσύνῃ seems to have only one contrary—deohuata, becnwie the 
man wha avoids pleainre from deliberate resolve és seldom met with ; τὸ ἐγεράταια, 
suems to hove only one contrary—bspaaia, becouse τοῦ seldom te 3 sam Takase 
resolve to seth the due amount of pleasure it everperwered ἐγ a disivclimation 
towards pleasure, Such a man, hewever, when he eccurts ἐν ἀφ be second 
bad. 

We speak, in a loose way, of the ἔχοντ πρὶ of a το το τὸ 
(σοῦ σώφρονονν" ; Out τοῦ must always remember that, although Seek 
βινδμη μων δμονε  ἐρασόνει μας τεὴν τὸς ὉΠ 
of bodily pleasures, yet they differ in thit mot important respect, that the 
ἐγερατήν has bud desires, and the σώφρων has ποῖ: the σώφρων adocr met 
those things tobe pleasant which sramccress the law of reas; the 
Aleasurt in them, but docs not let them lead him amay. 

So also the dxporie and the ἀμόλαστον resemble, and differ from, eack other, 
They both follow bodily plesmarcs, tut the ἀκόλαστον thinks, while the Repariy 
does wot think, that it is proper to do 30, 


611] ὁποιψοῦν, {. ε. good or bad, as the Ald. Schol. explains. 
Fritzsche and Michelet (but nof ‘ Aspasius,’ #.¢. the Ald. Schol., as 
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Grant erroneously states) carry on ἐμμένων from μὴ ἐμμένων to 1151 «. 20, 


govern τῷ ψευδεῖ λόγῳ κτλ. But, as Grant remarks, ‘this will not 
do. ‘The ἀκρατής cannot be said “to abide by a false opinion."’ 
Hence the reading τῷ μὴ ψευδεῖ λόγῳ κοὶ τῇ προαιρέσει τῇ ὀρθῇ (μὴ 
ἐμμένων being understood) adopted by Bywater and some other 
‘editors (Susemihl reads ψευδεῖ instead of μὴ ψευδεῖ). 1 prefer to 
Teaye the text as Bekker gives it—rp ψευδεῖ λόγῳ καὶ τῇ προαιρέσει τῇ 
pi $907 —following all the MSS. (except Lb, which has τῷ μὴ ψευδεῖ 
λόγῳ καὶ τῇ προαιρέσει τῇ ὀρθὴ) and Axp., and to suppose that the 
cwriter, wishing to make a symmetrical schema, added ὅ μὴ ἐμμένων 
πῷ ψευδεῖ λύγῳ On the μὴ ἐμμένων side, as the diametrical opposite of 
ὁ ἐμμένων τῇ ὀρθῇ προαιρέσει, ot τῷ ἀληθεῖ λόγῳ, on the other side, 


ὁ ἐμμένων 
ἵν τῷ ἀληθεῖ 
ὁ μὴ ἐμμένων 

τῷ ψευδεῖ ----  ὁπαφοῦν, 
Thoes sticking to one’s opinion or purpose, right or wrong 
(ἀποιφοῦν), characterise continence, or does the continent man stick 
only to a right opinion, or purpose? And does not sticking to 
‘one’s opinion, or purpose, right or wrong, characterise incontinence, 
‘of must we say that the incontinent man does not stick to a false 
opinion and wrong purpose? Here, I think, the desire for 
symmetry has led the writer to mention ἃ case so inconsistent with 
the notion of ἀκρασία (although, it is to be noted, vii. 2. 7 shews 
‘that it was regarded by some as possibly a case of ἀκρασία) that 
‘erities, among them Rassow*, have thought it necessary to rescue 
him from inconsistency by changing the text which rests on the 
authority of all MSS. save LY, 


ὥσπερ ἠπορήθη πρότερον] vii. 2. 7. 


ἢ κατὰ μὲν συμβεβηκός κιτιλ.Ἶ moral strength (τὸ ἐμμένειν) is the α, 98. 


general characteristic of the continent man, moral weakners (τὸ μὴ 
dppives) of the incontinent man, It may sometimes happen that 
moral strength ie the cause of a man’s sticking to a mistaken 
purpose or opinion (card μὲν συμβεβηκὸς ὁποιφοῦν), but, asa rule, it 

4 Rassow (Fersh. p. 100) approves the emendation of Muretas—d τῷ dander 
λόγῳ καὶ τῇ προαιρέσει τῇ ὀρθῇ, Lelieving that the passage has been corrupted 
in Geference to the view that the opporition betwoon ἐγκράτεια and ἀκρασία, 
soskes it necessary 10 give λόγον opposite predicates, 
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1151 2. 3a. is a good purpose, or right opinion, that moral strength enables a 


bo. 


man to stick to, and we apply the term continent strictly (ea airs 
or ἁπλῶν) to the man who sticke to a good purpose, or right 
opinion; for the man who sticks to a dad purpose, or wrong 
opinion is ἀκόλαστος (sec vii, 8. 1), Again, it may sometimes 
happen that moral weakness is the cause of ἃ man's 

from a bad purpose or wrong opinion; but such an 

ease |s not contemplated in the term ‘incontinent,’ which is strictly 
applied only to those who do not stick to a good purpose, or 
right opinion (δόξα ἀληϑής, or λόγος ἀληθῆτ), We must remember 
that it is the ἀεόλαστοε and the ἀκρατής who are distinguished in 
respect of déga, or λάγος, that of the ἀκόλαστος being ψευδῆς, and 
that of the ἀκρατής being ἀληθής ; but it is not in respect of λόγον, 
that the ἀκρατήε is distinguished from the ἐγκρατής, but im respect of 
strength of character (ἐμμένειν and μὴ ἐμμένειν) "τι Zeller puts it 
(Phil. 2. Grivch. vol. ii, 2. Arist. p. 659, third ed.) * Aristoteles . . . 
unterscheidet beide (#.¢ éy«pdrem and ἀκρασία) von den sitthichen 
Eigenschafien der Selbstbeherrschung (σωφροσύνη) und Zogellos 
igkeit (ἀκολασία) durch das Merkmal, dass die Beherrschung oder 
Herrschaft der Begierden bei diesen auf einer grundaitzlichen 
Willensrichtung, bei jenen nur auf der Suirke oder Schwiiche des 
Willens beruht.’ 

The sentence εἰ γάρ τιρ ἃ. 35... «. xo’ αὑτό Ὁ, ἃ seems to be 
merely ἃ logical note introduced to explain the difference between 
καθ᾽ αὐτό and κατὰ cupPeSnxss—which hardly necds explanation— 
and to enable the writer to wind up with the satisfactory formula 
ἔστι μὲν ὡς... ἁπλῶς. The article before τῇ dant δ. 4 should be 
omitted : sec ¢ Rasow (orsch. p. to) and Ramsauce ad dor. Tt 
is bracketed by Bywater. 


8.3. εἰσὶ δὲ τινες of ἐμμενετικοὶ τῇ δόξῃ εἰσίν καλ The 
ἐγκρατής ᾿ s to’ his true opinion; but there are 
resemble him in ‘sticking to’ their opinions, but differ from bir in 
that their opinions are often wrong. The obstinate man oF 
᾿σχυρογνώμων is related to the ἐγκρατής as the ἄσωτος is to the 
ἐλευθέριον, Both ἄσωτον and ἐλευθέριος ‘spend, but the ἄσωτον, 
spends foolishly, the ἐλευθέριον wisely. So both ἐσχυρογνώμων and 
ἐγκρατής ‘stick to” an opinion, but the opinion of the ἐσχερσγνώμαν,Ἤ 
is often foolish, while that of the ¢y«parjs is necessarily trac, 


ὁ ἐγκρατήφ] In both places where ὁ éyeparje occurs, here and in 


»- 
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b. τὸν it seems to be interpolated. Susemihl brackets it in both 1262 δ. 9, 
places: Bywater in Ὁ. 9. 

οἱ 52 οὐχ ὑπὸ λόγου] sc. μετοβάλλουσιν. B10. 

ἐπεὶ ἐπιθυμίας ye λαμβάνουσι, καὶ ἄγονται πολλοὶ ὑπὸ τῶν ἡδονῶν] b. 11. 
“For they (ἐ, ε, the obstinate) often enough conceive desires, and 
are Jed away by their pleasures.’ The expression ἐπιϑυμίαε ye 
λαμβάνουσι occurs in ££. ili, 2. 1231 a. 28 πιίντες γὰρ τούτοις φύσει 
τε χαίρουσι, καὶ ἐπιθυμίας λωμβάνουσι. 

$B.) ἰδιογνώμονες] ᾿εἶεν ἂν οἱ Τωλλιυτὶ καλούμενοι opinidtres’ v.19. 

)). 


οἱ μὲν ἰδιογνώμονε:] The μέν contrasts the ἰδιογνώμονεν with the b. 13, 
ἁμοθεῖς and the ὄγροικοι, who, however, are not characterised. 


Gore μᾶλλον τῷ ἀκρατεῖ doixaow ἢ τῷ ἐγρατεῖ] because they are b. 16. 
too much influenced by pleasure (χαίρουσι) and pain (λυποῦνται), 
‘They are δαηρατεῖν περὶ νίκην, however, not ἀκρατεῖν ὁπλῶε. 

$4] To abandon a bad resolution, so far from being an δ. 17. 
‘indication of weakness (ἀκροσία), may often be an indication of 
‘moral strength and the power of principle, as in the case of 
Neoptolemus: sec vii. 2.7. Zell refers the point raised in this 
§ to the question mooted in δ τ of the present chapter—‘an etiam 
8 impotens sive incontinens dici possit, qui falsam εἰ perversam 
Sententiam susceptam non tucatur?’ ‘This he does believing that 
im $1 the question conveyed by the words ἢ 6 τῷ ψευδεῖ κιτιλι, a8 
they stand, is inadmissible, and that what the writer really means 
τὸ ask is ‘whether ever he who, like Neoptolemus, departs from a 
“wrong purpose, is meverifeless 10 be called incontinent '—as if the 
fext stood ἢ καὶ ὅ τῷ ψευδεῖ «+A. Ramsauer, in his note on § 1, 
after giving his approval to the emendation ἢ ὁ τῷ ἀληθεῖ λόγῳ καὶ 
τῇ προαιρέσει τῇ ὀρθῇ, adds—'ne enim leviore correcturt eadem 
quaestio quae prior crat allis verbis iterum efficiatur ἢ καὶ ὁ τῷ 
Yok λόγῳ καὶ τῇ προυιρέσιν τῇ μὴ ὀρθῇ, dissuadet, si non ipsa 
sententia, at lex concinnitatis.” 

καλόν] ‘imo αὐτῷ ἡδὺ ἣν ὃν καλόν᾽ (Ramsauer), b, 20, 


οὗ γὰρ πᾶς κιτλ.] The best ἐνέργειαι have their own καλαὶ jdorai, b. 21. 
which sustain and perfect them: thus ὁ θεὸς ἀεὶ μίαν καὶ ἁπλῆν χαίρει. 
ἡδονὴν Ε΄. Ν. vii. 14.8. The καλὴ ἡδονή which attends the function 

VOR. ik e 


ἴω. 
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1161 b. 21. of εὐδαιμονία can never lend itself to intemperate uses; nor can the 


». 93, 


pleasures of sight and hearing, although perhaps they may some 
times be pursued to a somewhat reprehensible extent: see 2. 1V. 

ili, 10. §§ 2-6: with which compare Plutarch, Sympos, vii. § ἀκρασίαν, 

μὸν ἔφη καὶ οὐτὸς ἀπολύω τὸ φιλήκοον καὶ φιλοθεάμον" οὗ μὴν "Ἀριστοξόνῳ 

γε συμιέρομαι παντάπασι, ταύταις μόναις φάσκοντι ταῖς ἥδοναῖς τὸ καλῶς 
ἐπιλέγεσθω. καὶ γὰρ ὄψα καλὰ καὶ μῦρα κολοῦσε, καὶ «αλῶφ γεγονέναι 
λέγουσι, δειπνήσαντες ἡδέως «οὶ πολυτελῶν" δοκεῖ δὲ poe μηδ᾽ " rn 

αἰτίᾳ δικαίᾳ τὰς περὶ θέαν καὶ dxpdacw εὐποθείας ἀπολέειν ἀκρασίας, ὧξ ὦ 
pévar ἀνθρωπικὰς οὔσαν' ταῖς δ᾽ ἄλλαιε καὶ τὰ θηρία φύσιν Tora χρῆσϑοι, 
καὶ κοινωνεῖν" ἀρῶμεν γὰρ ὅτε καὶ μουσικῇ πολλὰ κηλεῖται τῶν ἀλόγων, 


ξ 6. ᾿Επεὶ δ᾽ ἔστι... μέσος ὁ ἐγκρατήφ} In b. 24 Bekker, (οἴου - 
ing all the MSS,, reads χαίρων, Muretus, objecting to the participles = 
after τοιοῦτον ofes, wishes to read χοίρειν and οὐκ ἐμμένειν, forgetting, πα 
as Rassow (Forsch. p. 134) points out, that ὀμμένειν would require 
μή, Susemibl and Bywater adopt χαίραν (which Asp, seems to τῷ 
have read), retaining ἐμμένων, Zell and Coraes, on the ground ΑΒ 
that the Ald. Schol. speaks of the ἐλλείπων a8 ἅνώνυμος, and the τ 
Paraph. of the ἐλλείπουσα ἔξιε as ἀνώνυμος, think that words to ὅποι. 
effect have dropped out of the text, and Zell suggests that these= 
words may have justified the participles χαίρων and ἐμμένων. Rassow, 
however (p. 134), quotes Jf, Af li 9, 1208 8. 1 for the participle 
aller τοιοῦτον οἷον. ὁ δὲ τοιοῦτος ὧν οἷον ὑποστελλόμενόφ te τῶν ἀγαθῶν, 
πρὸς τὸ μὴ εἶνοι αὐτῷ, οὐκ ἂν δόξειε καλὸς καὶ ἀγαδὸε εἶναι. 1 do pot 
think that the Ald. Scholiast’s remark that the ἐλλείπων is ἀνώνυμοι, 
or the Paraphrast’s that the ἐλλεύτουσα ἔξις is ἀνώνυμος, by any means 
makes it even probable that either commentator had words to that 
effect in his text, Each makes the remark, indeed, at the place 
near the beginning of § 5 where Zell suspects that the words 
dropped out of the text; but repeats it later on in connexion wi 
the statement ὠλλὰ διὰ τὸ τὴν Ὁ. 30... τῇ ἀκρασίᾳ by ga. The 
Paraphrast's words, in this connexion (he has already said at the 
beginning of his remarks on § 5 ἡ δὲ ἐλλείπουσα ὅξεε ἀνῶνυμιοι) are— 
ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι ἡ δλλείπουσα ὅξις ἀνώνυμος καὶ ἐλόχιστα συμβαίνει (σπάνιοι ip 
οἱ ἧττον τοῦ δέοντος χαίροντεε ταῖς σωματικαῖς ἠδοναῖε) διὰ τοῦτο μάνῃ ἡ, 
ἀκρασία δοανῖ ἐναντία elvas, ὅτι ἡ ἡλιϑυότης ὀλεγάειε εὑρίσαπαςὨ Here'the! 
use of the word ἀνώνυμος is naturally suggested to the Par, and 
Ald. Schol, by the words ἐν ὀλέγοιε καὶ ὀλιγάκις, and goes πὸ way, in 
the circumstances, towards proving that it stood in their text, It 


ΠῚ 
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would be very rash indeed to found any inference here on the 1251 b 23, 
‘words of commentators who are so careless as to say, as they 
virtually do, that ‘the #i is ἀνώνυμος and it is called ἡλιθιότης" 

I sce no reason for supposing that ἀνώνυμον, any more than ἡλιθιότης, 
‘stood in their text. 

All MSS., except M>, read ὁ instead of Bekker’s  (M has ) 
Before τοιοῦτον b. 24, The reading § τοιοῦτος seems to me to give 
exactly the sense required—viz, that there is a character defined as 
from consciously realised dictates of reason in the 
direction of the avoidance of bodily pleasures, which stands to the 
Transitional states ἐγεράτεια and ἀκρασία in the same relation that 
«ἰραισθησία stands to the fixed states σωφροσύνη and ἀκολασία: see 
ἘΝ, iii τα, 7 OF course ΜΡ is generally an unsafe authority, 
‘ut I think that here it has made a safe emendation, All MSS. 
‘seem [0 give τοιοῦτον b. 24, which Bywater (reading 6) brackets: 
of his Contributions, p. 57- 


μέσος ὃ ἐγκρατής] ‘It is plain,’ Grant says, ‘that ἐγκρότεια is not Ὁ, 25. 
ᾧ mean in the sense of being a balance or harmony of the mind. 
Tt is only imperfect temperance, it is temperance in the act of 

| forming.’ The writer simply means, I take it, that the é«parie 

| “stands between’ the ἀκρατής and the ἧττον ἢ δεῖ τοῖς σωματικοῖς, 
χαίρων, 


οὐδὲ δι᾽ ἕτερον ‘rd λεγόμενον οὐδὲ δὲ ὅτερον συντέτακται κατὰ σμῆσιν be, 27. 
συνήθη τοῖς ᾿Αττικοῖε ἀντὶ τοῦ δι᾿ οὐδέτερον, cad καὶ ἡρμήνευται καὶ ἐν τῇ 
APT, οὗ neutrum’ (Coraes), 


ξ 6. καὶ ἡ ἐγκράτεια... ἠκολούθηκεν] *We come to speak b. 33. 
of the continence of the temperate man’ (Peters), 
‘The writer probably uses ῥκολούθηκεν here with some consciousness 
Of the technical meaning of the term, for which see Bonitz, Mel. 
| Ρι4: ‘verbo ἀκολουθεῖν pariter ac verbo ἕπεσθαι Aristoteles denotat 
notionem de altera, ita ut hac posita illa etiam 
ponenda eit, of Τὶ 3. 1003 Ὁ. 23 ct de interpr. 15 passim,” 


I 


pa 
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1152 5, 6. 


=o, 


a2 BOOK Vif: CHAP. WO: § 1, 5. 


CHAPTER X. 


Axqument. 


The next point to notice is that the same man cannet be both φρόνεροι mm 
τήν, for φρόνησιν, ax wwe have seem, sais ples ee es) 

pretty tut Anowledce which issues in good actions, whereas the duparts 
not one who performs good actions, Clewerness—Bewbrys, ἐξ pac ἜΘΗ 
with incontinence ἢ hence, hecanse Bewhryt aud φρόνησεν are nearly related (ee 
vi 19.55 9, 1ο--ὧν intellectual faculties they are North riled Fad τοὶ πτὶ 
moral point of view they differ) some have taken up the motiow iit Sree 
and ἀκρασία are compatible, But s far ἐν ἀκρασία from covapatibie sith 
the actéve knowledge of the φρόνιμον, that we ought rather to compare the departs 
with one who is atiecp or drunk, Of course he acte voluntarily (for he knew 
after a fashion what he doer and why he docr it) ; but hit charseter ἐν mot bal, 
for Wiis deliberate choice is good —hés badmess és thus only partial ; ἀν Ke is wat 
uarsjust, for he docs not do evil deliberately —teing either « weak irresetiate man 
whe fails to abide by the reslt of deliberation, or an impetuous mem wis det 
ποῦ deliberate at ait. 

The incontinence of the impetuous man is mere vastly cored than that 
of the irrewlute man: and incontinence, duc to habit, éx move easily cured than 
naturel incontinence ; although habit may become a secomd nature. 

So much for continence and incontinence, endurance awd seftress. 


§ 1] takes up wil. τ. 7. 


ἅμα yap... δέδεικται Sr] Sce FN. vi, 13. Φράνησιε is the dear 
consciousness of one's moral nature, as an organic whole: it 
insures the maintenance and proper function of the moral 
organism. 


ξ 3. τῷ πρακτικός] sc. εἶναι, The φρόνιμος not only ΞΞ- 
is right, but applies his knowledge, or acts upon it, He is oma 
ϑαῖορ τὸ ἤθον-- τ 6, his feclings and desires have been 80 nccustorned 
to move in harmony with his knowledge, that what is 
called πρᾶξιν may be always looked for from him, πρᾶξις is © 
action,’ or ‘conduct.’ It is deliberate, being the outcome 
expression of definite organisation or Aéyor, Isolated πάϑη do not 
produce mpitus: hence £. ΔΊ, νὶ, 2. 2 aldnow οὐδεμιᾶς ἀρχὴ πράξεψενς 
δῆλον δὲ τῷ τὰ θηρία αἴσθησιν μὲν ἔχειν πράξεως δὲ μὴ κοινωνεῖν, "The 
ἀκρατής, although he possesses the general knowledge of right and 
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‘wrong (τὸ εἰδέναι), lets his πάϑη prevent the application of it. His 2262 « 0. 


it cleverly when given, If the end be morally good, cleverness 


‘one which can be viewed morally—as morally good or bad—that 
‘the neutral term δεινότης can be properly used. How then is the 
ὠκρυτῆς here said to be sometimes δεινός ἢ His end is good, and 
‘be is blind to the means thereto. This difficulty admits of the 
following answer, I think. It is the steady influence of a morally 
good end which converts the δύναμις of δεινύνης into the ἕξιν of 
φρόνησις, the steady influence of a bad end which converts it into 
πανουργία: fe. the δεινός, as such, is clever and ingenious, and 
doubtless shows his cleverness in many ways in non-moral matters ; 
but ft requires ‘a good or bad end’—a steady inducement appeal- 
ing strongly to his will and emotions—to make him show and use 
his cleverness habitually in the moral sphere. Hitherto, we sup- 
pose, his cleverness, so far as the moral sphere is concerned, has 
‘not been habitually shown—z; εἰ it has existed merely as the δύναμις 
of either φρόνησιε or πανουργία, Now, the ἀκρατής has ‘a good end’; 
‘Dut it is inoperative in him—in hie ill-regulated nature it does not 
appeal strongly enough to his will and emotions to make him 
| show, in the moral sphere, as φρόνησιν the Bewérys which he 
δ shows in non-moral matters, where the ends are suffi- 

ently interesting to him to make him exert his natural ability for 
i ew ἄτο employment of the suitable means, The end of 
is good, but not good with the constraining Power over 

conduct which, in the oxevdaios (the man who is * in earnest’ about 

g00d conduct), presses the morally neutral δεινότης into the service 
of morality. Thus the ἀκρατής, in spite of his so-called ‘good end,’ 
remains merely δεινός, his δεινότης being inferred from his non- 
‘moral activity, and doubtless, as time goes on (for the deparis is on 
the downward path), from indications suggestive of incipient 
πανουργία. The Paraph. has a good nole—Kard τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον. 


ne 
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καὶ τινὰς ἀκρατεῖς φρονίμους ὀνομάζουσι καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητά τενα πρὸς τῷ 
φρόνησιν τινὲς γὰρ τῶν ἀκρατῶν δεινοί εἶσιν ij δὲ δεινότης four τὸ 
φρονήσει" καὶ γὰρ οἱ δεινοὶ κατὰ τὴν γνῶσιν τοῦ δέοντος ὀοίκασε τοῖς dpe 
γύμοις' ἄλλ᾽ οἱ μὲν γενώσκονσι μόνον τὸ δέον, ob προπιροῦντοι δὲ πράττεν, 
οὐδὲ πράττουσιν" of δὲ φρύνιμοι γινώσκοντεν τὸ δέον καὶ πράττουσι" wil δὰ 
τοῦτο ὁ μὲν φρόνιμος σπουδαῖδε ἐστιν" ἀκρατὴς δὲ κἂν δεινὸς ἧ, φαῦλός ἔστι, 
καὶ ψέγετοι. 


κατὰ μὲν τὸν λόγον ἐγγὺς εἶναι, διαφέρειν δὲ κατὰ τὴν προαίρεσινϊ 
"ἃς far as reason goes they are closely allied, though they differ in 
purpose’ (Peters), ‘This translation might be understood to imply 
that δεινότην involves purpose (wpeaipesss), though a different sort of 
purpose from that involved in Φρόνησιε : but δεινότης (so far as 
morality is concerned) is merely a δύναμις τῶν ἐναντέων, not a 
προαιρετικὴ ἔξιε, The meaning is—' δεινότης resembles φρόνησεε in 
being an intellectual faculty, but differs from it in not involving 
moral choice,’ The Ald. Schol. is wrong in two points in his com- 
ment here—carit μὲν τὸν λόγον ἦτοι τὸν ὁρισμὸν ἐγγύς forw ἦ φρόνησιν, 
καὶ ἡ δεινύτης .. . καὶ γὰρ ἡ δεινότης Fue ἦν ἐφευρετικὴ τῶν πρὸε τὸ τέλας, 
διαφέρουσι δὲ κατὰ τὴν προαίρεσιν" τοῦ μὲν γὼρ φρονίμου ἢ mpoalpens 
ἀγαθὴ «οὐ τοῦ δὲ δεινοῦ ἡ προαίρεσις φαύλη. 


ᾧ 8. οὐδὲ δὴ ὡς ὁ εἰδὼς ,.. οἰνωμένος} sc. ἀκρατεύεται Asp., ὑττᾶται, 
ὁ ἀαρατῆν Ald. Schol, Notwithstanding his formal possession of αὶ 
‘good end,’ the deparje keeps his intellectual endowment at the 
level of δύναμις, 80 far as moral matters are concerned: fe. he is 
δεινός, not φρόνιμος, because his good end is otiose, and does not 
interest him sufficiently to call forth his δεινότης into its service, and 
transform it into φρόνησιν : of. the Paraphrast's note—=xal γὰρ εἰ καὶ 
γωώσκει τὸ δέον (ὁ ἀκρατὴς) ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὥσπερ ὅ φρόνυμον ἐνεργείᾳ Reaper 
καὶ χρώμενοι τῇ ἐπιστήμῃ, ἀλλὰ καθάπερ εἴρηται, ὧς ὁ καθεύδων anh οἰκωμένοννἢ 
διὰ ταύτην δὴ τὴν ὁμοιότητα ὁ δεινὸν ἀκρατὴς φρόνιμος ὄνομάζοται, καὶ ἔφεεν 
φρονίμῳ. See Cook Wilson (Arist. Studies, p. 24) on the difficulty 
of connecting the words οὐδὲ δὴ ὧς ὁ εἰδὼε eal θεωρῶν with what 
g0cs before, He thinks it ‘ probable that the end of the book (ie 
ch. 10) is made of pieces not belonging to each other.’ Bywater 
connects οὐδὲ δὴ «7A. closely with ὁ δ' ἀκρατὴς οὗ πρακτικύε § 5, & 9, 
making the intervening words rdv δὲ δεινόν ἃ, 10... « προαίρεσιν ἃ, ἕῳ 
parenthetical. 


καὶ ἑκὼν piv... ἡ γὰρ προαίρεσις dmeinijs] The ἀκρατής acts 


»--- 
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voluntarily, because ἐπιθυμία is the cause of voluntary actions: see 
EB, ΞΕ. tie 7. 0233 de 31 ὁ 8 ἀκρατὴς ὁ κατὰ τὴν ἐπιϑυμίαν πυρὰ τὸν 
λογισμὸν οἷοε πράττειν... ἑκὼν ἄρα πράξει", καὶ ἑκούσιον τὸ κατ᾽ ἐπιθυμίαν; 
‘There is some confusion of language in the statement ἡ γὰρ mpo- 
aipeorr ἐπενικήε (as also in the statement τὸ μὲν γὰρ παρὰ προυΐρεσιν 
vil. 8. 3), because προαίρεσις is the ac? of choice, and the ἀκρατής of 
course does not‘ deliberately choose” (προαιρεῖται) what he does, but 
acts from πιίθος, He is, in fact, distinguished as μὴ προαιρούμενος from 
the ἀμόλοστον, who acts προοιρούμενον, We must suppose that mponlpens 
is used loosely here for ‘ the good intentions’ which are overcome 
by πάϑον in the ἀκρατής. Βούλησις would have been more correct 
than προαίρεσιε : see E. AV. v. 9.6 παρὰ τὴν βούλησιν πράττει [ὁ depart)” 
οὔτε γὰρ βούλεται οὐδεὶς ὃ μὴ οἴετοι εἶναι σπουδαῖον, ὃ τε ἀερατὴς οὐχ ἃ 
cleras δεῖν πράττειν πρόττει. Aspasius sees the awkwardness of ἡ γὰρ 
προαίρεσις ἐκιεικήρ: he says (141. 6 Heylbut)—mpoalpens δὲ πάλιν ἥ 
the λόγον εἴρηκεν ἢ σὺν αὐτῷ καὶ τὴν βούλευσιν. 

καὶ οὐκ ἄδικος. od γὰρ ἐπίβουλος] Cf FE. Vv. 8. Β ὅταν δὲ εἰδῶν 
μὲν μὴ προβουλεύσαν δέ, ἀδίκημα, οἷον ὅσα τε διὰ θυμὸν καὶ ἄλλα πάθη, ὅσα 
ὠνγκοῖα ἡ φνσνεὰ συμβαίνει τοῖν ἀνθρώποιν᾽ ταῦτα pip βλάπτοντεν καὶ 
ἁμαρτάνοντες ἀδιευῦσι μέν, wai ἀδικήματι! ἐστιν, οὐ μέντοι πὼ ἄδικοι διὰ 
γαῦτα οὐδὲ πιονῃροῖ οὐ γὰρ διὰ μυχϑηρίαν ἡ Βλάβη" ὅταν δ' ἐκ προαιρέσεων, 
ἄδικον καὶ μοχϑηρός. Again, below (v, 8, 10), the ἄδικος is described as 
ἐπιβουλεύσαι. 


“On οὗ γὰρ ἐπίβουλορ here in vii. 10, 3 Grant remarks that ‘though 
Just, a8’ compared with anger, is called ἐπίβουλον (cf. ch. 6. § 3), yet 
ft is true on the other hand that the incontinent man is not a 
designing character,’ 

4 ἢ} ἃ comic poet, a native of Camirus in Rhodes: 
mentioned by Aristotle three times in Rif. ili, viz, r41t a. 18, 
a4r2b. 16, 1413). 25. Athenacus preserves (p. 374) the following 
passage relating to Anaxandrides from the περὶ κωμῳδίαν of Chamac- 
Toon of Heraclea—‘amgardpidye διδάσεων ποτὰ διθύραμβον ᾿Αθήνησιν, 
ποῦν δ᾽ ἔσο, τὸ λεύγηιλε ve τῶν ἃς τοῦ Gopcror. ἣν δὲ τὴν ὄψιν 
| καλδὲ καὶ μέγαε, καὶ κόμην ἔτρεφε, καὶ ἐφόρει ἁλουργίδα καὶ κράσπεδα χρυσᾶ, 

πιαρὸς δ' ὧν τὸ ἦδος, ἐποίει τι τοιοῦτον περὶ τὰς κω; ix a 
| γαίῃ, λαμβάνων ἔδωκεν ele τὸν λιβανωτὸν κατατεμεῖν, καὶ οὐ μετεσκεύαζεν 

ὥσπερ οἱ πολλοί, καὶ πολλὰ ἔχοντα κομψῶς τῶν δραμάτων ἠφάνιζε, δυσκο- 

λαίνων τοῖς δεαταῖς διὰ τὸ γῆρας. λέγεται δ' εἶναι τὸ γένος 'νόδιου ἐκ Καμείρου, 
ϑυυμάζω οὖν πῶς ὁ Τηρεὺν περιεσώθη, μὴ τυχὼν νίκης, καὶ ἄλλα δράματα rer 


hi 
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1152 4.22. ὁμοίων τοῦ αὐτοῦ. Chamaeleon, the writer of this passage, was ὧς a 

Peripatetic philosopher, one of the immediate disciples of Aristotle. 
Cores thinks that the line before us is from the πόλεις of Anaxacmesan- 
drides. Athenaeus (p, 299) preserves fourteen lines of this 

The prevent line is quoted also by Cyril, de Thin. ii p. 96 (mam “gee 
Meineke, /ragm, Com, vol, iil. p. 200), Anaxandrides seems ἀπ to 
have imitated Euripides (apud Aelian, H. A.iv. 54)—Opmgor pir of, 
Roce ἵππῳ φωνήν, ἀσπίδι δὲ ἡ φύσιε ἡ νόμων οὐδὲν μέλει, Pomme 
Εὐριπίδην, 


4.27. 8.4. εὐιατοτέρα..... τελευτῶσαν φύσιν εἶναι] This passage Co—eooh 
Wilson (Arist. Studtes, Table V) places after vii, 7. 8, and τορι, 
as a duplicate of vii, $. 2. 


329, φυσικῶν] Ramsauer suggests φύσει, 


a. 31. πὶ φύσει ἔοικεν] Zell and Fritzsche quote de Mem. 2.4522 27 
ὥσπερ γὺρ φύσις ἤδη τὸ Tos, διὸ ἃ πολλάκις ἐννοσύμεθα ταχὺ dropyrner— 
κὐμεθα ὥσπερ γὰρ φύσει τόδε μετὸ 188s ἐστίν, οὕτω καὶ ἐνεργείᾳ, τὸ δα 
πολλάκις φύσιν ποιεῖ, 


Ἐδηνο9}] There seem to have been two εἰς ρίας, or gmomle poxscl Θ 
this name, natives of Paros, One of them (whether the elder or ad = 
younger is uncertain) is said to have instructed Socrates im poriry. ἧς 
Plato refers several times to Euenus as ἃ teacher of rhetoric, ἴα } 
somewhat satirical terms—Apo/. 20 A, Phaedr. 267 A, and Phande 
Go D-61 A. In Met. Δ. 5. 1015 a. 25 and Ε΄, 2, ii, γ. 1223 a 31 
he is named as the author of the line πᾶν γὰρ ἀναγκαῖον πρᾶγμ᾽ ἀνιαρὸν 
τυ, which is also quoted in Réet, i. 11. 1370 ἃ. τὸ without hie 
name. See Schwegler, AMeé, vol. fii, p. 203. For the verses of 
Euenus sce Poet Grom. (ed. Tauchn. p. 109). 


CHAPTER ΧΙ. 


ARGUMENT. 


The subject of Pleasure and Pain it ome which the Political 


Philssopher most 
consider ; for δὲ is the Architect of Life—We gives ws the Bud to which we wefer 
wher we cal! this good and that bad. 


Moresver, it és necessary to consider this sject, because we axsigmedt moral 
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witiue and vice ἐν the field of * poins and pleasures,’ and because mort people 
beteceen Happiness and Plesrure, 


re are three opinions which (following our ordinary method of 
i the opinions held on the subject under dixwssion) we bogie by 


That no pleasure bs sither accidens. 
Ὁ τ τ τς pelle compete Bhan reaper 


The frit the follower reasone:—(a) all pleasure ir a 
process iw natueral and as itself tee 
μήδεα: (δ᾽ the temperate man avoids Plexsures ; (6) the prudent man scott 


SL περὶ δὲ ἡ! καὶ λύπη:} The discussion of ἡδονή con- 1252 5.1. 


Aained in the Jast four chapters of vii, and that contained in the first 
| five chapters of x, follow the same general lines, but arrive at 
‘different results in some points. The mere circumstance by itself 
‘that two treatises on ἡδονῇ exist side by side in the 2, NV. raises 

Δ strong presumption in favour of the view that the corpus of the 
E_N., 08 we have it, is the result of editing: for cither the two 
“Areatises on ὑδονή were composed by the same author writing at 

times, from somewhat different points of view—in which 
case it seems highly improbable that he would publish them both 
‘together in one work, though a later editor might do so; or they 
composed by different authors—in which case the hypothesis 
editor is of course necessary. So much for the antecedent 
‘presumption in favour of the hypothesis of an editor raised by the 
mere circumstance of two treatises on ἡδονῇ coexisting in the 
Nicomachean But we can go further than this, and say 
that an editor is certainly accountable for the Nicomachean Corpus, 
as we now have it. There can be no doubt that 2. 2, iv, v, vi 
fee ἣν ce belong, in thought and style, rather to the Κ᾿. 2. 
than to the (* It is impossible to account for the fact that 
τα δαυνὼ EN. and £.£,, by supposing 


ΟΝ may be sufficient to refer the student to Grant's Evhics, Essay i, pp. 
527i, aud Jackson's Zook ¥, Introduction, pp. xxii-xxxii. 


‘152 bd. 1, 
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that their original locus was in the Ζ' V., and that they were 
transferred thence en bloc into the #8. We must rather believe 
that they were compiled, subsequently to the composition of the 
Ε΄ ΟΝ, from materials already to hand, and were transferred em Alor 
from the £. Α΄. into the Κ᾽. N. by an editor of the Ε΄. ΑΓ, who 
wished to supply an original deficiency in that corpus, or, more 
probably, to repair a loss which it had suffered. But it may 
‘be asked—Why did the editor of the Ε΄, ZV. admit betes 
account of ἡδονὴ ὃ This difficulty suggests the 
when he inserted v, vi, vii, he did not find x attached ae 
Nicomachean Corpus. It may have attached itself at a later time. 
‘That this supposition is not gratuitous secms to be shown by the 
fact that the writer of the Z. Ε΄ (or perhaps I ought to put myself 
in order by saying—the writer mainly responsible for the com- 
position of the £. 2.)—who apparently had Nicomachean materials 
before him in the following order— 

(a) 2. Ν. i-iv, 

(δ) Books on the subjects of Z, Z, iv, y, vi. 1-10 = B. Nv, vi, 
vii, 1-10, 

(c) A treatise on ἡδονή perhaps identical with that in 2. A. x. 

(d) EN. viii, ix περὶ φιλίας---- 
ends his work with two chapters (appended to his lengthy discussion 
of φιλίωγ-τοῆς on εὐτυχία, and the other on «d\osayaie—written: 
without reference to the contents of 2. V.x. 6-9. It is difficult 
to suppose that the Nicomachean work, which he follows 
carefully up to the close of its discussion of φιλία, ean have 
with our Z. V. x. Even if the Eudemian writer differs from 
the Nicomachean, as Schleiermacher and Fritasche suppose (see 
Fritzsche, Zk, Eud, pp. 262, 263), in treating Ethics πα a subject 
distinct from Politics, this does not appear to me 10 account 
for the Eudemian writer omitting to reproduce mere smo muck 
of the Jatter part of £. Δί x, had that book been actually before 
him. 

‘The suggestion, then, which 1 venture to make is this—When 
the Eudemian compilation was made, the Nicomachean 
ended with part (2); and when, parts (4) and (¢) of thar 
having been afterwards lost, an editor supplied the gap by 
E. 1. ἵν, v, vi, the treatise on ἡδονῆ, contained in the 
book, was inserted with the rest, because the Nicomachean Corpus 
stillended with (4), Afterwards, however, the missing Nicomachean: 


δὲ 
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treatise on ἤδονή, or one very like it, was recovered, and, its original 1152 b. 1. 


locus immediately after the discussion of ἀκρασία being now occu- 
pled by its Eudemian equivalent, fe was placed, together with 
x. 6-9, at the end of the composite edition, thus completing the 
Wie. Eth, a8 we now have the work, 

Τ offer this suggestion for what it is worth. Much uncertainty, 
T take it, will always remain as to the exact circumstances in 
which the two treatises on ἡδονή found their way into the Nic. 
Eihics. 

To pass then from speculation to facts—it may be useful here, at 
the outset, to state, without detail, the chief points in which the two 
‘Ureatises on ἡδονή differ and agree. 

In the first place, it may be noticed that the present treatise gives 
‘Somewhat more prominence to δον pleasures than that in x. 
‘This 1 do not attribute, as some do (e.g. Bendixen, Bemerkungen 
sum Stebenten Buch der Nik. Eth, Philologus, vol. x. pp. 270-92), 
to the difference between the positions of the two treatises—that 
which has more to say about the σωματικαὶ ἡδοναί following imme- 
diately after the discussion of ἀκρασία, and that which has less to say 
about them leading up to the discussion of αὐδαιμονία : for I think it 
probable that the original position of the treatise in x (or of its 
archetype) was that now occupied by the treatise in vii—viz, imme- 
diately after the discussion of ἀκρασία. It seems better to explain 
‘the greater prominence of the σωματικαὶ ἡδοναί in the last-mentioned 
‘treative simply by the preference of the writer. The subject of 
ἀκρασία, involving as it does that of the awparuat ἡδοναί, had a greater 
Interest for the writer (or writers) of the Eudemian Corpus, than it 
had for the writer of the £4, This is very evident, for instance, 
if we compare the Eudemian treatment of τὸ ἑκούσιον with the Nicow 
machean'. It is not necessary, then, to go to the position which 
the Eudemian treatise on ἡδονή occupies after the detailed discussion 
‘of ἀκρασία to account for the greater prominence given in it to the 
σωματικαὶ ἡδοναί, That the subject of ἡδονή is closely connected 
with that of depacia in the mind of the Kudemian writer, and that 
‘is special interest is in the σωματικαὶ ἡδονοί, is shown by a passage, 
EE. Ἰὰ, 2. 1231 Ὁ. 2 (referred to by Fritzsche, Z.Z. Prolegom. p. xiv, 
‘and Spengel, Arist, Stud, p. 197), which promises 2 more accurate 
‘account of the ἡδοναί when ἐγκράτεια and ἀκρασία come up for special 


ἐμ. 


Ὁ. See introductory note to wii. 
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2152 b. 1, discussion—iepiBiorepow δὲ περὶ τοῦ γένουν τῶν ἡδονῶν ὄσγαι δισιρενέον, 


ἐν τοῖν λεγομένοις ὕστερον περὶ ἐγαρατείαν καὶ ἀκρασίαε᾽., 

It would be a mistake, however, to think that, because the present 
treatise has more to say about the wwyerveal ἤδυναί than that in x 
has, its connexion with the subject of εὐδαιμονία is less vital. ‘The 
words with which the present treatise opens (vii. rr. §§ τ, 2) are as 
explicit as those with which the treatise in x opens, in declaring the 
intimate connexion of the two subjects of ἡδονή and εὐδαιμονία, 
Moreover, there is a highly interesting passage in an earlier part of 
the Z, #. (quoted by Frivsche, £.Z. p. 179, and by Grant on vii. 
11. 1), in which the writer promises to discuss the relation of ἡδονή 
to εὐδαιμονία, with special reference to the σωματικαὶ ἥδονοί, It is 
1216 ἃ, 30-36 τούτων δ᾽ ἡ μὲν περὶ τὸ σώματα καὶ τὰς ᾽ dre 
1 «οὶ τίς καὶ ποίω ris γίναται καὶ διὰ τίνων, οὐκ ἄδηλαν, ὥστ᾽ ob 
rive εἰσὶ δᾶ (ητεῖν αἰπάρ, ἀλλ᾽ εἰ σνντείνουσί τι πρὸς εὐδαιμονίαν ἢ μῇ, eo 
πῶς συντνίνουσι, καὶ πότερον ot δεῖ προσάπτειν τῷ ζῆν καλῶς ῥδονάε rum, 
τούταν δεῖ προσάπτειν, ἢ τούτων μὲν ἄλλον τινὸ τρόπον ἀνάγεη κοινωνεῖν, Ὁ 
ὅσεροι δ᾽ εἰσὶν Gon Bde εὐλόγωε εἴοντοι τὸν εἰδείμενα ζῆν δέω καὶ ph 
μένον ἀλύπως, It is worth noticing, too, that the writer of the Af, MW. 
introduces his account of ἡδονή in the following terms—i. Af, 
1204 a, 19 μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα λεκτέον ἂν εἴη περὶ ἡδονῆς ἐπειδήπερ ὑπὲρ εὖδαισ. 
povlas ἐστὶν ὁ λόγοι κτλ. I accordingly disagree entirely with the 
view that the two treatises on ἥδονῇ in vii and x respectively were 
written with different objects—that in vil ἡδονή is considered merely 
as the material of continence and incontinence, im x as sweetening 
εὐδαιμονία : see Coraes ἄλλοι δέ φασιν ἐκ προνοΐαν Bs τὸν φιλόσοφον 
περὶ αὐτῆς γράψαι, ἐνθάδε μὲν olow ὕλην περὶ ἣν ἡ ἐγκράτεια καὶ H ἀερασία 
τὴν ἡδονὴν ὑποτιθέμενον" ἐν δὲ roie ἑξῆς ({, ε. x) ὧν φεινωμένην ὅλων τῇ 
εὐδαιμονίᾳ θεωροῦντα. ‘The object of both treatises is ome—to show 
how ἡδονή Is related to εὐδαιμονία or the dyntin—how it hinders, and 
how ti furthers, the performance of duty. “Thus, after a few intro- 
ductory remarks, the treatise in x opens its subject with the words 
of μὲν yap τἀγαθὸν ἡδονὴν λέγουσι, and that in vii with role μὲν ode 
δοκεῖ οὐδεμία ἡδονὴ elom ἀγαθόν, “15 Pleasure good?” then, is the 
chief question for both treatises. ‘The answers, however, seem, at 


+ Perhaps, however, we ought to read, for τοῦ γένονε, τούτον φοῦ γένφων, 
gelatin ἰο τὰ fla τὰ ερυρξνα τῶν alata δ 8.38. Ifso, the pasage 
would not promie: tment of fer] geo | 

5 For τὰ σώμωτα καὶ τὰφ dxvAadoas ἐν to sal Sls 
ἀπολαύσει! 
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first sight, to differ folo coclo, According to the writer of vii ἃ 1168 b. 1 


may be found which is identical with the summum bonum 
(vii. £3. 2); according to the writer of x (3. 13) pleasure is not the 
summum bonum. No two positions surely could differ more widely. 
‘The writer of vii must be a ‘Hedonist,’ But he is no more a 
Aedonist than the writer of x is. The difference between the two 
positions, in fact, reduces itself to very moderate limits, when we 
examine the scholastic ground on which it rests—viz. on the fact 
‘that according to the writer of vii ἡδονῇ is ἐνέργεια, whereas accord- 
‘ing to the writer of x it is not ἐνέργεια, but attends and ‘ perfects” 
it—the formula of vil being ἐνέργεια ἀνεμπόδιστον ἢ ἡδονή (vii. 12. 3), 
and that of x τελειοῖ τὴν ἐνέργειαν ἡ ἡδονή (x. 4. 8), If—the writer 
Of vii infers—*ripyea and ἡδονή are convertible terms (where vital 
functions are concerned), then the ἐνέργεια Ψυχῆς κατ᾽ ἀρετήν, or 
εὐδαιμονία, will be a ἡδονή, Plainly, this position (identical, it may be 
noted, with that of the writer of Mef, Δ. 7. 1072 b. 16) differs only 
‘verbally from that of Aristotle in Z. WV. i. 8. 12 οὐδὲν δὴ προσδεῖται 
τῆς ἡδονῆς ὁ βίος αὐτῶν ({. ε. τῶν εὐδαιμόνων) ὥσπερ περιάπτον turds, ἀλλ᾽ 
ἄχει τὴν ἡδονὴν ἐν ἑαυτῷ, Both master and disciple are fundamentally 
atone: both connect the most desirable pleasure inseparably with 
the life of virtuous activity—against the hedonists who connect it 
‘with the passive life of personal enjoyment. Perhaps I may venture 
to formulate the difference between the writer of vii and the 
hedonists in this way—The writer of vil says—‘ the Good (mean- 
ing the strenuous performance of the highest duty) is Pleasure’: 
the hedonists say— Pleasure (meaning the pleasure of sense) is 
‘the Good.’ The writer of vii comes to the subject of pleasure with 
ἃ firm grasp of the Aristotelian definition of the Good: his identi- 
fication of ἡδονή and ἐνέργεια is a piece of scholasticism which does 
‘not affect his position 5. ἢ. moralist’. It is because he does not sec 


* Rassow (Forsch. pp. 48, 49) believes that the treatise in vil, as dis 
tinguished from that in x, has a “hedonistic character’: he aays—' Beide 


wird die Lust von der Thatigkeit gésondert (1175 δ. 32), 50 dass sie nichts als 
dine bloste it deruelben erscbeint, im sicbenten wird sic als ἐνέργεια 
ἀνεμσόδεσνον definirts das echnte Buch bekimpft die Ansicht, dass dic Last 
das hiéchste Gut sei, das sicbente sucht, wie sich bei scincr Grondanschauung 
eewarten list, wabrchcinlich τὰ machen, dass mindesteos eine Art det 
Last das ἄριστον κεῖ, Schon diese Ansicht geniigt, wm die Abhandlung 
des siebenten Buches als unecht τὸ kennzeichnen: denn sie wilde der 
Aristotelischen Evhik einen hedonistischen Charakter aufdriicken, der mit ihren 
sonstigen Anschauengen unvereinbar ist.’ T differ from this view in (1) at- 


be 
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1252 Ὁ, 1. this that Aspasius (151 Hey!but)—who ποτ gw core 
of the ‘notable scholium’ discovered by Brandis in the 
(quoted by Fritsche, £2, p. 189, and by Grant on vil. x3. 2) 
—thinks of ‘Eudemus’ (to whom he conjecturally attributes dhe 
treatise περὶ jBorfe in vii) as merely airing *a probable opinion’ 
(τεχειρεῖ ἐνδόξων ὡς ἐνὸν αὐτὴν τὸ ἄριστον λέγειν), and not g his 
own real view, in the statement (vil. 13. 2) ὥστε εἴη ἄν τιν jan} τὸν, ‘ 


ἄριστον, 

᾿Ηδονή, then, is discussed here in the seventh, as it js in the τοτηννπατασος 

book, ri relation fo she good—i.e. not theoretically, a8 interesting aac 
= Ἶ ological : 


not to tell us what pleasure is, but to tell us what it 
hinders, and how it helps virtuous action—in short, to 
relation to the practical end in a true light, as against 
views of others—extreme Platonists, on the one side, who ἢ 
pleasure can only hinder morality, and hedonists of the 
stamp, on the other side, who held that passive enjoyment 
chief good, It is trac that the following chapters 
extremely abstract considerations, which might easily 
for what a barren scholasticism has to offer as 1 
psychology; but we must remember that an 
treatment of the subject is, in part, forced upon the 
nature of the arguments which he has to meet- 
remark applies to the writer of the treatise in x. | 

turn to the doctrine Concerning ἡδονή which may. 

the 5. V. and £, Z. elsewhere than from the 

we find that, not being advanced in 

from the subtleties which mark 
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f his Examination of Sir W. Hamilton's Philosophy. Mill's 182 
titicism is relevant only against writers who profess to give an 
hswer to the purely scientific question—‘ What ir Pleasure, as a 
thyslological or psychological phenomenon?’ Mill has lithe 
in showing that the formula ἐνέργεια ἀνεμπόϑιστου, as τος 
luced to ‘ Pleasure is the result of ἃ pleasurable state of the sense 
nd a pleasure-giving quality in the object presented to it,’ is 
Gientifically worthless, But he fails to see that the real object of 
he Τρ is, a8 has been said, to explain what pleasure does— 
‘ow it helps or hinders the attainment of the ethical end— ear” 
peri ἐνέργεια, It is inseparable from ἐνέργεια, enhances ἐνέργειαι, 
ἐνέργεια, was the formula in which Aristotle and his school sum 
ned up the results of their practical enquiry. This formula cannot 
€ taken out of its setting in the practical enquiry, as it is by Mill, 
fithout being entirely misrepresented, Its true significance, missed 
y Mill, is that it asserts the opposite of ‘Pleasure is γένεσις or 
Y "—that it maintains the paramount importance, in 
life, of the pleasures of active function, against those who 
d them—the hedonists, because they wished to recognise 
ly the pleasures of ἀναπλήρωσιν, or passive reception, as worth 
hing—the ascetic Platonists because they wish in their 
bument against the hedonists, to dwell on pleasures which could 
ly be shown to be unsatisfactory. 


‘Things are called good or bad in the strict sense, when Ὁ. 3. 

‘a8 means, or hindrances, respectively, to the attainment 

When they are called good or bad in relation to 

dhe ends have to be specified; the terms good and bad 
case, be used by themselves—imhae or simpliciter— 
3 ἢν. 


taar Ὁ, 38. b. 6. 

conjectured ἀπὸ τοῦ μώλα χαίρειν, and Ὁ, 7. 

‘The Ald. Schol. has ἀπὸ τοῦ χαίρειν 

μακροχάριον. Any. has τὸν εὐδαίμονα 
μάλα 


‘pleasure ts good. This was the view ὃ, δ. 
ii Asp. notes): see Aul. Gell, ix. 5 
ΓΒ summum malum dicit esse volup- 


€8t μωνίην μᾶλλον ἢ ἡ 


a 
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1182.8. Euseb, Pracp, Hoang, xv, τᾷ (quoted by Mullach ἄτας. Phil. vO 
ii, p. 286) ᾿Αντισθένης Ἡρακλείτειός τις ἀνὴρ τὸ φρόνημα, ὃς ἔφη roa 
ἥδεσθαι τὸ paiverdae κρεῖττον εἶναι" διὸ cai παρήνει τοῖς γνωρίμοιε, μηδέπονην, 
χάριν ἡδονῆν δάκτυλον ἐκτεῖναι, Speusippus (nephew and successor 
of Plato) also held that no pleasure is good. See vii, 13. x for εἴνεσσσσαν 
argument with which he maintained this position: of Aul, Gell_ = 
ix. 5 (quoted by Fritzsche) ‘Speusippus vetusque omnis Academinas= 
voluptatem et dolorem duo mala esse dicunt opposita inter sexe.’ 


b.10, τοῖς δ᾽ far κτλ'] This, as Fritzsche observes, is the view off 
Plato (Parled. 48 A, sq. where ἀληθεῖν, καδαραί, ἅμικτοι are clistin—a 
guished from μιιταί and ἀκάθαρτοι ἡδοναῦ), 


bo. ἔτι κτλ] Plato's view, expressed in the Péulebus, and referred 
to in EN. x. 2. 3 τοιαύτῳ δὴ λόγῳ kai Πλάτων ἀναίρει Gre οὐκ ἔσται 2 
ἡδονὴ τἀγαθόν. The view of ΚΑ Δ᾽, χ is alo μὴ ἐνδέχεσδαι εἶναι ται 
ἄριστον ἡδονὴν. 
For Bekker's dyaéiv in Ὁ. 9, Bywater reads τὸ ἀγαθόν with KO 
This is not to be understood as the summum Jonum, but simply ase 
“that which is good.’ ‘They think that no pleasure is good, either 
in itself (as the ἀρεταί are good in themselves), or relatively (ax 
ἰατρεῖαι are relatively good); for “ good” and “pleasant™ are not 
the same.” 


b.12, §4] The Paraph. explains the connexion between this § 
§ 3—ra μὲν οὖν δοκοῦντα περὶ τῆς Horie ταῦτά dom" ῥητῶν δὲ 
ἐδόεει. 


ἕλως μὲν οὖν οὐκ ἀγαθόν] i.e. οὐδεμία ἡδονὴ εἶναι ἀγοδάν b. 8. 


bis, ὅτι. «. οἰκίᾳ} The reference here cannot (or, in jete Sue 
not το) ‘be to Plato himself, for he did not regard all 
ywious: sce below note on vii, 2. 3, ἃ, 8, ‘Toe Sines ea 
φύσιν αἰσθητή docs not occur verbatim in Plato's writ 
ἀναπλήρωσιν αἰσθητῇ docs in Philrd. 51 B: see Fritesche, E, Bp. x81) 
it was probably used in the Platonic school, however; 
Fritzsche thinks, by Speusippus. It may have been borrowed from 
Aristippus (who is probably referred ta in Phileb. 53 C ὅρα my 
ἡδονῆφ οὐκ ἀκηκόαμεν ds ἀεὶ γένεσίε ἐστιν, οὐσία δὲ οὖκ ἔστι τὸ παράπαν 
ἡδονῆς): an expression of his preserved by Diog. Laer. fi, 8. & 85. 
(quoted by Fritasche, 2.2. p. 181) resembles it-—"Aplorermor τίλοι, 
ἀπέφαινε τὴν λείαν εἰνησιν εἰς αἴσθησιν ἀναδιδομένην, > 


ΜΕ 
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‘The Paraph. gives the following version of the words before us 2162 b.13. 

(Baar... . οἰκίᾳ). --οἱ μὲν οὖν λέγοντες μηδεμίαν ἡδονὴν ἀγαθὸν εἶναι οὕτως 
πἰτιχείρουν" πᾶσα ἡδονὴ γένεσίς ἐστιν εἰς φύσιν αἰσθητή, ἢ γὸρ εἰς τὴν φύσιν. 
"γίνεσιε τῶν φυτῶν οὐκ οὖσα αἰσθητή, ἡδονὴ οὐκ ἔστιν" εἰ τοίνυν ἡ ἡδονῇ 
τγίνεσιε, ἡ δὲ γένεσιε ὁτελίε, τὸ δὲ dradic ode ἔστιν ἀγαθόν, ἡ ἡδονὴ ἄρα 
sete ἔστιν ἀγαθόν᾽ dyadiv γὰρ τὸ ἤδη γεγονός, οὐ τὸ γίνεσθαι" οὐ γὰρ ἔστιν 
ἡ γένεσιε ὁμογενὴε τοῖε τέλεσιν, εἶς ἃ τελεντᾷ οὐ γὰρ ἡ οἱκοδομία ὁμογενὴε 
τσ 


ἔτι ὁ σώφρων φεύγει τὰς ἡδονάς} This argument must not be b. 15. 
ascribed to Plato himself. He recognised the value of the pleasures 
which attend the virtuous life: see PAiled. 63 E ἄλλας δὲ ἡδονὰς 
ἀληθεῖε κοὶ «οϑορὰν de εἶπει, σχεδὸν oleelas ἡμῖν vipi(e, κοὶ mpde ταύταις 
τὰν μεδ' ἔγιείαν καὶ τοῦ σωφρονεῖν, καὶ δὴ καὶ ξυμπάσης ἀρετῆς ὁπόσοι 
καθάπερ θεοῦ ὀπαδοὶ γυγνόμενειν αὐτῇ ξυνακολουθοὺσν πάντῃ, ταῦταν μίγνυ" 
τὸν δ' det μετ᾽ ἀφροσύνης καὶ τῆν ἄλλης κακίας ἑπομένας πολλή πὸν ἀλογία 
τῷ νῷ μιγνύναι. Those ascetics who argue that ‘pleasure is bad 
because the σώφρων avoids pleasure’ fall into the error noticed in 
EN iin 3. 5 δὼ καὶ ὁρίζονται τὸς ἀρετὰς ὀπαθείας τινὰν «οὶ ἠρεμίαν᾽ 
οὐκ εὖ δέ, ὅτι ἁπλῶς λέγουσιν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὧν δεῖ καὶ ὡς οὐ δεῖ καὶ ὅτε, καὶ boo 
Dra σροστίθετοι, 

ἔτι ὁ φρόνιμος τὸ ἄλυπον διώκει, οὐ τὸ ABU] Sco οἷν, 12, δ 1, The 
Paraph. has—é φρόνιμοι τὸ ἀγαθὸν διώξει, τὴν δὲ ἡδονὴν οὐ διώκει. But 
the good which the φρόνιμος seeks is not an abstraction ; it is always 
‘Riven concretely in the ὕλη of the human affections and passions: 
it is therefore incorrect to say that the φρόνιμος shuns pleasure for 
the absence of pain. Pleasure for pleasure’s sake he shuns; but 
ποῖ pleasure as the vehicle of duty. The dictum of Antisthenes 
‘expresses pretty exactly the Aristotelian (and Eudemian) doctrine 
Of the relation of dpémate to ἡδονή---'Λντισθένης δὲ τὴν ἡδονὴν dyadow 
εἶναι φόσκων προσέϑηκε τὴν ὁμεταμέλητον : Athenacus 513 (see Mul- 

Jach, Fragm. Pail. ii. 286). 


ἔτι ἐμπόδιον κιτλ.] But the pleasures of thought stimulate, do not Ὁ. 18. 
τ, thought, as will be shown later on. 
τῇ τῶν ἀφροδισίων) Susemihl and Bywater read τῇ with Kb, Mb, b.27 
Cambr.,, for Bekker’s τήν. 
ἔτι τέχνη 7h] No argument of this kind in Plato, according to Ὁ, 18, 


τεῖος τὸ τα ας κω οὐ ον 
‘VOL. πὶ 


ἕω ' 


1152 b.19, 


1b. 20, 


ν. 32, 
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ἔτι παιδία κιτιλ.] Children and brutes seck pleasure by an sra- 
tional impulse (ἀλόγων φερόμενα Paraph,), and that which is thus 
sought cannot be good. From this very fact, that children and 
brutes seek pleasure, the Cyrenaics, Fritzsche observes, drew the 
opposite conclusion—that it is good. 


§ δ. τοῦ δὲ μὴ πάσας σπουδαΐω9] sc. αἴτιον εἶναι! rues ἐδόξαζον (Ald, 
Schol.). 


νοσώδη] ‘unhealthy’ 


CHAPTER XII. 


Ancuwert. 


The argument: mentioned in chapter 11. 44 4. 5 do mat prove that pleasure 
‘is not yood, ar ewen that tt is mot the Chief Goods for (1) they ἔνευσε the fact 
that ἃ thing may be‘ goad" in either of two senses—either * geod absolutely,’ oe 
* good relatively” Theve are doubtless many Searurte which ane goed 
to bad or impaired states and natures, and which are consegwemily bad ; xt 
there are also pleasures which are good absolutely. 

(a) They ignore the fact that the teres " good” may be applied to am actual 
function, ax well at to a state or condition. ΠῚ ἐν argued that ltaraere £3 * mat 
“good” Because st ἐν only a process forwards” goodmess—L.e, tomers the perfect 
restovation of an impaired state: but the plearures of thinking are forgotton, 
which are not ' processes towards the restoration of impaired states, but frum 
tions put forth by a perfect state. Even the pleastere actensling the satisfaction 
of a bodily cant τ really a function put forth” by an weimpadred melons ἐπὶ 
‘the stote rrewiring restoration. 

The * goodness’ of a state, then, ἐν mot the only or the Aigiheat * 
there is aatio the ‘goodness’ of function proceeding from state, amd this ὧν os 
higher Rind of goodness? 

‘Thus it is mot necessary to suppase that there ix seething Beiter than 
Aleasure, as the end is * better than® the procets towarde the end ; for βίλαξανε tt 
nol a process towards’ (nor are all plearures even aisockated with * process”): 
at ἐν rather a ‘function proceeding from" ; it ἐν am end realised by the subject 
quit deiny somethiny, not qui undergoing ἃ process ; and ἢ ἐσ be defied, met αἱ 
a‘ process of which one is cousctous,” but as ‘ unimpeded famction” 

There are wme again, who, giving another meaning ἐδ *pracess. stemtify 
Alearure and | process’ because, they argue, plearure ἐν obsolulely goad. Thay 
confound " process" and * fumsetion.” 

To argue that pleasures are Sad because some pleasant things are bal for 
Acaith, és absurd-—for even thinking és sometimes bad for health. Neither 
thought nor any faculty ἐν hindered hy its own gleasure, only ty alien pleasures; 
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say, the plearere of chinking and learning makes αν think and ἐμάνη all the 
setter. 


As for there being ‘no avi of plearure’—that ts just what one might expects 
art deals with the conditions of the performance of « function, not with the 
ectoeal function itself, as sche 

Ai for the argument that the temperate man shuns pleasure, and the prudent 
man seeks the life devoid of pain rather than the life of pleasure—we anseser it, 
a: abewe, by distingwishing pleasures : the pleasures which are arsocéated vwith 
painful craving—the excessive bodily Plaasures—the temperate or prudent man 
tindlcd ἄμμε; but he fas bin own pleasures—thove of the good life, 


§L μὴ εἶναι ἀγαθὸν μηδὲ τὸ ἄριστον] As Michelet notes, the 1169 Ὁ, 95, 
present chapter deals with μὴ εἶναι ἀγαθόν, and ch. 13 with wndd τὸ 
ἄριστω. 


πρῶτον μὲν... καμνόντων] The apodosis begins b. 27 with καὶ αἱ b. 96. 
φύσεις, The term ἀκολουθήσουσιν must be understood to mean, not 
only that the general distinction, formulated in the protasis, between 
τὸ ὀπλῶς ἀγαθόν and τὸ τινί will be found applicable fo ἀγαθαὶ φύσειε 
καὶ fas, with their κινήσεις and γενέσειν, but also that a corresponding 
general distinction between τὸ ἁπλῶν φαῦλον and τὸ τινί may be 
inferred (on the principle laid down in E. ΔΙ v. 1. 6 ἀκολουθεῖ 
δ᾽ ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ, ἐὰν θάτερον πλεοναχῶς λέγηται, καὶ θάτερον πλεοναχῶς 
λέγεσθαι), and that it will be found applicable to φαῦλαι φύσεις «οἱ 
as, with their κινήσεις and yedour. The Paraphrast sees this— 
“Ὅτι γὰρ οὐκ ἀνάγκη διὰ τοὺς εἰρημένους λόγους μὴ εἶναι τὴν ἡδονὴν ἀγαθόν, 
Pahl τὸ ἄριστον, ἐε τῶνδε δῆλον. ἐπεὶ γὰρ τὸ ἀγαθὸν διχῶς λέγεται, τὸ μὲν 
ἁπλῶς καὶ καϑ' αὑτὸ καὶ ευρίως, ὡς ἢ ἀρετή, τὸ δὲ οὐχ ὁπλῶς μὲν ἀγοθόν, 
χωὶ δὲ ἀγωθύν, be τὸ λωποδυτεῖν τῷ λωποδύτῃ ἀγαθόν, ἀκόλουθόν ἐστιν ὅτι 
καὶ φύσιε πᾶσα, καὶ ies, καὶ πᾶσα κίνησις, καὶ γένεσις, ἡ μὲν ἔσται ἁπλῶς 
ἀγαϑὴ, ἡ δὲ τινι, ὁμοίως καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ μοκοῦ. νινήσειε γόρ, καὶ γενέσεις, καὶ 
Fur, αἱ μὲν φαύλωι ἁπλῶν, al δέ τινι, καὶ τῶν φαύλων τινί" καὶ αἱ μὲν καὶ 
del φοῦλαϊ τινι, αἱ δὲ κατά τινα τρόπον, nal ὀλίγον χρόνον, 

‘The argument in this §, directed against οἱ λόγοντεν μὴ εἶναι ἀγαθὸν 
‘rir ἡδονήν, may be explained as follows—When we say that a thing 
i‘ good, we mean, either that it is good without qualification— 
good in itself : thus Wisdom is good in itself, without qualification— 
or that it is good in a qualified sense—not in itself, but in relation 
‘to something else: thus the venom of a snake is good in relation to 
the welfare of the snake, the amputation of a limb is good in rela- 
‘thon to the survival of the patient, but they are ‘ bad’ in themselves 
of A, Muti. 7, 1205 a, 29 Fore γὰρ ἡ φύσις φαύλη, οἷον ἡ τῶν 

ᾳ: 
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1152.96. σκωλήκων καὶ ἡ τῶν κανθάρων καὶ hus ἡ τῶν ἀτίμων uw... — 


σπουδαία, οἷον § ἀνθρώπον. Ν 

Now, those who say roundly that ‘no pleasures are good” regime 
exclusively motions and processes (kerjowe καὶ γενέσσιε), which axe 
“good ' only in # relative sense, and ‘bad ' in themselves—viz. (ES 
motions and processes which belong to bad or impaired nature 
{φύσειρ) and states (#£us), ‘The motions and processes (equivalers 
in the view of the philosophers here criticised, to the pleasures) Ὶ 
bad natures are good for the possessors of the bad natures (beim at 
their own pleasures, see FE. N. i, 8.10), but are in themselves bail ill 
i.e unworthy of human nature: the motions and processes 
remedial kind, which restore impaired natures and states to 
normal condition, are good for the possessors of the impaim=—a) 
natures or states, but bad in themselves—i.e, not characteristic of 
healthy human nature: indeed they are offen not even felt 
pleasures by the patients, but are only 
because they remove pain. It is from looking exclusively, th 
these ‘pleasures’—the ‘relatively good’ but ‘intrinsically 
motions and processes of (1) bad, and (2) impaired natures : 
states, that they draw the sweeping conclusion— no pleasure 
good.’ They ignore the existence of pleasures (indicated in t 
next §) belonging to the free activities of the rational nature of — 
man, which, as rational, is good in itself, and suffers no losses 
needing painful repair, The argument of this §, a8 given above, 
is summed up later on by the writer himself—vil. 14. 4 | 
σπουδαῖον δὴ δοκεῖ ἡ ἡδονὴ διὰ δύο ταῦτα, ὥσπερ εἴρηται, ὅτε at pir 
φύσεώε εἰσι πράξειε . .. αἴ 8 Ἰατρεῖαι ἐνδεοῦε. 

On the ground that the φαῦλαι κινῆσνις ought ta be subdivided in 
same manner as the σπουδοῖαι, Rassow (Forsch. pp. 81, 82) 
tures that afleraipév d= Ade φαῦλοι Ὁ. 29 the words αἵ δὲ roi 
have fallen out; and instead of understanding ἁπλῶς with aip 
8 of Ὁ. 31 (as Bekker’s χρόνον, alorrai δ᾽ of requires—«ft Ald. Schol. 
αὐταὶ δὲ καθ᾽ αὑτὰς αἱρεταὶ οὔκ εἰσίν), he conjectures xpdeor 
δ' of. ‘This last conjecture (accepted by Sus.) gives, I think, a 
meaning, and is palacographically probable, Bywater’s 
ζόπλῶν) δ᾽ of Ὁ, 31 does not seem to me to bring out so 
contrast intended, which is between the ἁπλῶς φαῦλαι ἄλλ᾽ αἶρε 
ὀλίγον χρόνον, and the ἁπλῶν φαῦλοι ἄλλ᾽ alperol τῷδε πάντα rhe A 
So far as the authority of Asp. goes, I think that it is quite: 
in favour of supplying dei as ἀπλῶ;,---οἱ δὲ οὐδὲ αἱρεταὶ τῷδε, ἀλλὰ. 
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οἷον τῷ νοσοῦντι τυμαὶ καὶ ἰατρεῖοι τότε ὅτε νοσεῖ, ἁπλῶς δὲ οὐκ εἰσὶν alperai 1182 b. 28, 

αἱ δὲ ἀεί, αἱ δὲ οὔ, 1 cannot, however, accept Rassow's other proposal 

—the insertion of αἱ δὲ τινὶ μὲν φαῦλαι in b. 2g (accepted by Sus,). 

‘This would favour Rassow’s, I think mistaken, view that ἀπλῶν is 

‘used in two senses in this §—in the clause τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἁπλῶε τὸ δὲ τινί, 

‘in its ordinary sense, as defined in Ζὺρ. ii, a1, 115 Ὁ, 29 τὸ δ' ἀπλῶν. 

ἐστὶν ἃ μηδενὸς mpooredivror ἐρεῖς ὅτι καλόν ἐστιν ἢ 1 ἐναντίον---α. 4. 

fer σεν ‘in itself,’ * without qualification,’ ‘in the abstract,’ ‘ohne 

Ejnschrankung, schlechthin’; but in the clause af μὲν dior nxA. 

‘b 29 in another sense, meaning “generally, ‘in the majority of 

‘cases,’ as opposed Lo mui, ‘in an exceptional case.’ For this second 

meaning of ἁπλῶς Rassow quotes £.N. ν, αν 9, 1129 Ὁ, 2 περὶ 

τάγαϑὰ ἔστοι (Se, ὁ Adse0s), οὐ πάντα, ἀλλὰ περὶ ὅσα εὐτυχία καὶ ὀτυχία, ἃ 

ἐστὶ μὲν ἀκλῶς ἀεὶ ἀγαθά, τινὶ δ' οὐκ ἀεί, But if ἁπλῶν in v. τ, 9 means 

“generally! ‘in the majority of cases,’ as distinguished from ‘in 
| Heclf"—why is dei added? ‘The writer of v. 2. 9 means, I take it, 
that * money ' (¢.g:) in itself, or in the abstract, is always regarded 
a8 womething good; though when we view it in the concrete— 
‘qualified as *the profligate’s money '—we may think of It as. a bad 

Bing. So in the present § (vii. 12.1) ἁπλῶν may, TU submit, be 
translated ‘ per se” in both places where it occurs. 


‘at ¥ οὐδ' ἡδοναί] ‘nedum oiperat’ (Ramsauer). The motions Ὁ. 31. 
‘which proceed from a bad nature, though good and pleasant to that 
‘nature, as being its own motions, arc in themselves bad: the 
| ‘motions which are called forth to allay pain and want are not good 
‘im themselves, or even pleasant, but are chosen merely as less 
evils than the pain and want which they allay, No wonder that 
‘those who confine their attention 10 motions of these two kinds 
‘arrive at the conclusion that " pleasure is not good.’ 


48. tr... . τῆς φύσεως οὐκ ἐνδεοῦς οὔσης] In § 1 the writer has v. 33, 

elerred to the formal distinction between τὸ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν and τὸ 
‘roi ἀγεϑόν, in order to suggest τὸ his opponents—ol λέγοντες μὴ εἶναι. 
| corn seers ἐν τος ἡδονὴ γένεσίε, ἐστιν ele givw—the one- 
| idedness of assuming, as they do, that only ‘relatively good” 

| pleasures exist—only those which are ‘ good as κινήσεις καὶ γενέστες 
| whereby the cravings of some inferior or defective φύσιν are satis- 
| Ged; similarly, in § 2,he now refers to another formal distinction— 
‘that between τὸ κατ᾽ ἐνέργεναν ἀγαθόν and τὸ καθ᾽ ἕξιν ἀγαθόν, in order 
τὸ intimate to his opponents that they err in assuming that the only 


— 


230 BOOK Vil: CHAP. 12: § α. 


1152.33. ‘good’ they have to consider in this connexion is that of the —===—"es. 
They argue—the és, as end, is ‘good’ and ‘real’: therefore ple==seca- 
sure, which is ἡ γένεσες ἡ καθιστᾶσα els τὴν φυσεκὴν ὅξιν, is not " good 
or ‘real’ in its own right. This is the argument for which Βοσγαυ σε amites 
gives thanks in Δληκό, 54 Ὁ, D οὐκοῦν ἡδονῇ γε, εἴπερ γώνσίε dor ——ro, 
δνεκά swor οὐσίας ἐξ ἀνάγκης γίγνοιτ᾽ dy, 5 οὐκοῦν τῷ μηνώσαντι me τὴν 
ἡδονῆς πέρι τὸ γένεσιν μὲν, οὐσίαν δὲ μηδ᾽ ἡντινοῦν αὐτῆς εἶναι χάριν Fey 
δῖ δῆλον γὰρ ὅτι οὗτυς τῶν φοσκόντων ἡδονὴν ἀγαθὸν εἶναι καταγελαάς τααλρ, 
But the * good’ of the au is not the only * good” to be considered ΑΞ jy 
this connexion. The éfer is for the sake of the éxépyna which pr—aeery, 
ceeds from it, and the ἐνέργεια is ‘good’ in a more eminent senmmey. 
than the @&s, Whatiif pleasure be, not a ‘motion’ which gere—a. 
rates (κίνησις τε γένοσιε) the ie, but a function which proceeds {reamevy 
it—# τῆς φυσικῆς ἕξεως ἐνέργεια, and so the truc οὐσία of the fame? 
‘This, it is suggested, is a point which ig overlooked by of λόγοστες pay 
εἶναι ὀγαιθὸν τὴν ἡδονήν. 

It is thus in the form of criticism that the writer introduces bir 
own theory of pleasure as ἐνέργεια τῆς κατὰ Φύσιν sews, And it ie 
to be noted how completely he makes his own theory occupy the 
ground from the very first. Not only are the ἡδυναί of thought, 
which involve no pain or craving, ἐνέργειαι rie κατὰ φύσιν ἄξεωε, but 
even αἱ κινήσεις καὶ αἱ γενέσεις αἱ καδιστᾶσαι ele τὴν φυσικὴν #e—the 
gencrative motions which restore a ἔξεν---ἀοροηά on the unimpaired 
part of the égu—or the ἔξιρ gud unimpaired (ἡ ὑπόλοιποι #Ee¢}—per- 
forming an ἐνέργεια : and it is this ἐνέργεια of the unimpaired part of 
the dee, or of the éfer gud unimpaired, which is the pleasure—there- 
fore no merely secondary and apparent pleasure—experienced in 
connexion with the γένεσις, ἀναπλήρωσις, oF ἰατρεία, by which a want 
is satisfied. If the ἕξις were entirely destroyed—had no remnant of 
vitality Jeft in it, it could not be restored. Ἰατρεία iniplies the mix 
medicatrix noturae, ‘The pleasure experienced in restoration is 
thus the reaction of the organism, gud unimpaired, against the pain 
and want of its partially impaired condition. ‘There are, however, 
other pleasures which are the spontaneous actions of thelr See. 

The passage (ὅτε Ὁ, 33... οὔσης a. 2) may be paraphrased as 
follows—‘ Again, the term “ good” is applicable to a function and 
to a state:—the natural state being “good,” the motions which 
restore a man to it are, of course, “ good,” and * pleasant " deriva 
tively, If these “motions” are what we are to understand by 
“pleasures,” then our opponents have made out thelr case—no 
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pleasures are “‘good.” But we must not allow them to stop short 1162, 33, 
at the "goodness" of te mere stale. The “ goodness” of tts 
is higher; and when desire for restoration is being satis- 
fied, the state, in so far as it remains partly unimpaired, performs 
a function: it is this function which is the pleasure experienced 
in the restorative process—not but that there are pleasures without 
‘accompanying pain and desire—for instance the functions of 
thought, proceeding from a state, or faculty, which lacks nothing 
fo the fulness of its nature.’ Aspasius has a good commentary 
(545. 1 Heylbut)—aret δὲ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ τὸ μὲν ἐνέργεια τὸ δὲ This, ὧς ἕξι 
piv ἀγοθὸν ἀρετὴ, ὧν ἐνέργεια δὲ ἢ κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν ἐνέργεια, καὶ οἴσθησιε μὲν 
ἀγαθὸν ὧν ἕξις (λέγω δὲ αἴσθησιν τὴν δύναμιν, ἡ δὲ κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν αἴσθησιν 
ar ὦ δον ee herrea 
φύσεων. κατὰ συμβεβηκὺε δὲ αἱ ἀναπληρώσειε καὶ ἀποιουταστάσειε, αἴ εἰσιν 
ote τὴν φύσιν, ἡδεῖαι, προηγουμένων wiv γὰρ ἡδόμεθα διὰ τὸ νεργεῖν τὴν 


ὀνπτική, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἡδόμεθα. συμβαίνει δὲ τὸ τηνικαῦτα «πὶ ἀναπλής. 
γασιν γενίσθιι, ἔστι δὲ ἡ ἡδονὴ ἐνέργεια ris ὑπολοίπου ἐν ἡμῖν φύσεων 
καὶ ξεως. lw γὰρ ἐνδεεῖε ὦμεν κατὰ τὸ σῶμα τὴν γε Φύσιν ὑπολελειμ-. 
μένην καὶ ἐν αὐτῇ ἐνεργεῖν ἔχομεν (ῶστε Diels) αὐτὴν συμ- 
παράντων αὐτῇ τῶν σιτίων καὶ γῶν πυτῶν ἐνεργεῖν. καὶ ἡ μὲν ἡδανὴ κατ᾽ 
ἐνέργειαν, «στὰ συμβεβηκὸς δέ, ὥς φησιν, ἀναπλήρωσις γίνεται τοῦ ἐνδίοντοι, 


[ 


al καϑιστᾶσαι τε. αἵ εινήσειε καὶ αἱ γενέσειε---(π sort of hendiadys) ν, 84. 
=the κινήσεις which produce and restore das’ to be carefully 
8 ἀτελεῖς (Go Vii. τα. 4 οὐδεμία γένεσεε συγγενὴς τοῖς 
from the ἐνέργειαι, or functions, which proceed from the 
_ The writer's point is that his opponents, not looking beyond 
Sthe good of the ξεν forget that there are ἐνέργειαι proceeding 
from the éte (which are “better than’ the Zu), as well as κινήσεις 
(=yerons) leading up to it. The tendency to acquiesce in ‘the 
good of the mere i" is one to which the Aristotelian school 
offers opposition all along the line £.N.i. 8.9 τὴν μὲν yap 
Fh δ»δίχετοι μηδὲν dyally ἀποτελεῖν ὑπάρχουσαν κτλ, For the phrase 
οἱ καϑιστῦσαι εἶε τὴν φυσικὴν ἕξιν Fritzsche quotes Piiled. 42 D ele δὲ 
γε τὴν αὐτῶν φύσιν ὅταν καθιστῆτοι, ταύτην ad τὴν κατάστυσιν ἡδονὴν 
ἀκεδεξάμεθα nop ἡμῶν αὐτῶν, 


ἔστε δ᾽ ἡ ἐνέργεια ἐν ταῖς ἐπιθυμίαις τῆς ὑπολοίπου ἕξεως καὶ Ὁ, 35. 
φύσεων! ‘but what performs the function (ἡ, 4. actually experiences 


πω 


? 
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1252 b.35, pleasure), when the desires are being satisfied, is that which. & 


1153 0, 3 


left of the natural state,’ Ἐνέργεια is used bere in a way wh —ich 
seems to anticipate the identification made in § 3. 

Ὑπολοίπου (K®, NC, Asp.) means ‘remaining,’ “left umtouchessmed’ 
by the decay which has destroyed the rest of the state: of: vii, Me 
7, which is a complete commentary on the present passage—Amee-4u 
δὲ κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς ἡδέα τὰ ἰατρεύοντα᾽ ὅτι γὰρ συμβαίνει ἰατρεύεσδεὀ τοῦ 
ὑπομένοντος ὑγιοῦς πράττοντόε τι, διὰ τοῦτο ἡδὺ Deed εὖνοι" Φόσει tS, 
ἃ ποιεῖ πρᾶξιν τῇς τοιᾶσδε φύσεως, The reading of ΜΡ, CCC, ==mand 
Cambr.—iredénov (adopted by Zell, Coraes, and Michelet), is 
plausible on account of λύπης in the line below, but must he 
dismissed, as inconsistent with the rod ὑπομένοντος ὑγιοῦε of vii ὅς. 
7, Nor can the meaning given by the Ald, Schol. and others ἰδ 
ὑπολοίπον, viz. ‘defective’ (ἤτοι τῇς λοιπαζομένην φύσεως καὶ ἐν ἐράδυίᾳ: 
οὔσης βρωμάτων Ald. Sch.)—suggested apparently by abe ἐνδεοῦς οὔσης 
1153 a. 1—be defended: ὑπόλοιπον can mean only ‘left behind, 
‘left untouched,’ ‘remaining’ Lb and Ob have ἐπελούκου, apd I 
apparently ἐπιλιποὺς (iindigentis ef imperfect). | 

Grant gives the gist of § 2 excellently when be says—*The 
argument is that it is only life, and the vital action {φυσικῇ ue asi 
ταύτης ἐνέργεια) which is good and pleasant: the restorative processes 
are only secondarily, non-essentially, and by a sort of inference 
pleasant, ... The argument goes on to add that, ewen im these 
restorative processes, there is vital action (ἐνέργειαν, namely of those 
organs that remain unimpaired,” 


ἐπεί] The transition marked by ἐπεί here may be brought out 
thus—' In restorative processes the pleasure is the rasciion of the 
vitality Jeft in the Zw: but it must not be supposed that all 
pleasure is reaction, for there are pleasures which are spontaneous 
actions’ For this use of ἐπεὶ (=‘although,’ "ποῖ but that") of 
Vii. 12. 7 6 σώφρων φεύγει ταῦτας, ἐπεὶ εἰσὶν ἡδοναὶ καὶ σώφρονος, 

σημεῖον 8 1c. τοῦ καὶ ἄνευ λύπηε καὶ ἐπιθυμίας εἶναι ἡδονάν 
(Fritesche). “Cf M.M. ti, 7. 1205 b, 20 ἐπεὶ δ' οὖν ἐστιν ᾧ ἡδονή καὶ 
«οθιστομένηε τῆς Φύσεως καὶ «αθεστηκνίαν, οἷον «αϑισταμένῃᾳ μὲν ol ἐξ 
ἐνδείας ἀνοπληρώσεις, καθεστηκυίας δὲ αἱ ἀπὸ τῆς ὄψεωτ καὶ τῆς ἀκοῆς καὶ 
τῶν τοιούτων οὖσαι, βελτέους ἂν εἴησαν αἱ κοθεστηκυίας τῆς Φφύσεσα ἐνέρ- 
yea’ al γὰρ ἡδοναὶ κατ᾽ ἀμφοτέρονε λεγόμεναι τοὺς τρόπονε ἐνέργειαι εἰσίν" 
ὥστε δῆλην ὅτι αἱ ἀπὸ rie ὄψεως ἡδοναὶ καὶ τὴε ἀκοῆς cel τοῦ δωνοιῖσθιν 
βᾶλτισται ἂν εἴησαν, ἐπεὶ αἵ γε σωματικαὶ ἐξ ἀναπληρώσεως, 
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and superficially, relieves the pressing want (6. g. τὸ ὀξὺ καὶ τὸ πιαρόν), 
the second to things really picasant (τὸ φύσει or ἁπλῶς ἠδύγ--ε εἰ 10 

τ defimite class of healthy functions, and the special circumstances 
ἔπι which—and in which alone—these functions are manifested in 
their fall perfection, 

‘The following passage in AZ. M. ii, 7. 1204 Ὁ, 6-36 renders the 
doctrine of vii, 12. 2 excellently, showing (1) that there are some 
Pleasures, viz, those ἀπὸ τοῦ θεωρεῖν, and those of seeing, smelling, 
hearing, which are obviously not γενέσειε ; and (2) that, afier 
, no pleasure is ἃ yévrows—even the pleasure experienced in 
or drinking is the ἐνέργεια of a part of the ψυχῇ, and 


Ht 


i 


accompanics, is not to be confounded with, the process by 
| which hunger or thirst is relieved—dow γὸρ πρῶτον pir οὐ πᾶσα ἡδονὴ 
᾿ ένασιε. ἡ γὰρ ἀπὸ τοῦ δεωρεῖν ἡδονὴ γινομένη οὖκ ἔστιν γένεσις, οὐδ᾽ 


i 
a 
Mt 
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idly wai) ὀσφρανθῆναι, οὐ γὰρ ἐξ ἐνδείων, 
ἄλλων, οἷον ἐν τοῦ φαγεῖν ἢ πιεῖν. αὗται μὲν yap 

ὑπερβολῆς γίνονται, τῷ ἢ τὴν ἔνδειαν ἀναπληροῦσθαι ἡ rie 
ips ὠφοιρεῖσθαι' διὸ γένεσις δυκεῖ elas, ἡ δ᾽ ἔνδεια καὶ ὑπερβολὴ 
λύπη οὖν ἐνταῦθα ἔνθω ἡδονῆς γένεσις. ἐπὶ δέ γε τοῦ ἰδεῖν wah 
καὶ ὀσφρανθῆναι οὐκ ἔστιν πρυλυπηθῆναι" οὐδεὶς γὰρ ἡδόμενος τῷ 
τῷ ὀσφναίνεσθοι προελυπήθη, ὁμοίων δὲ xui ἐπὶ τῆν Savvis fore 
| τι ἥδεσθαι ἄνεν τοῦ προλυπηθῆνοι, ὥστ' «in ἄν τι ἡδονῇ ἡ οὐκ 
| γένσιε, εἶ οὖν ἡ μὲν ἡδονῇ, ὡς ὁ λόγος αὐτῶν ἔφη, διὰ τοῦτο οὐκ 
| ἀγωθάν, ὅτι γίνεσιε, ἔστι δέ nee jovi, ἢ οὔκ ἐστιν γίνεσνε, αὕτη ἂν εἴη 
πὸ δ' ὅλον οὐκ ἔστιν οὐδεμία ἡδονὴ γένεσιο' οὐδὲ γὰρ αὗται αἱ 
dad τοῦ φαγεῖν καὶ πιεῖν ὑδυνοὶ οὐκ εἰσὶ γενέσεις, ἀλλὰ διαμαρτάνουσιν οἱ 
ταύταν φάσκοντυν εἶνοι τὰς Hors γενόσειη. οἴονται γάρ, ἐπειδὴ τῆς προσ- 
“opine γαομένηε γίνετοι ἡδονῇ, διὰ τοῦτο γένεσιν εἶναι" ἔστι δ' οὔ. ἐπειδὴ 
pie ἐστε τῆς ψυχῆς τι μέρος ᾧ ἡδόμεθα ἅμα τῇ προσφορᾷ ὧν ἐν μὲν ἐνδεεῖι, 
τοῦτο τὸ μόριον τῇς ψυχῆν ἐνεργεῖ καὶ κινεῖτωι, ἡ δὲ κίνησιν οὐτοῦ καὶ ἢ 
ἀπέργεαά ἐστιν ἡδονήν διὰ δὴ τὸ ἅμα τῇ προσφορᾷ ἐκεῖνο τὸ μόριον τὸ τῆν 
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1193 α. 3. ψυχῆς ἐνεργεῖν, ἢ διὸ τὴν αὐτοῦ ἐνέργειαν, οἴονται γένεσιν «ἦναι τὴν Ader 


a7. 


«. 8. 


τῷ τὴν προσφορὰν δήλην εἶναι, τὸ δὲ τῆν ψυχῆς μόριον ἄδηλον, ὅμοιον oem 
«ἴ τις τὸν ἄνθρωπον οἴρται οἶναι σῶμα, ὅτι τοῦτο μὲν αἰσθητὸν doris, ἡ δια. 
ψυχὴ οὔ" ἔστι δέ γε nut [ἢ] ψυχή. ὁμοίως δὲ mul ἐπὶ τούτοιν" ἔστιν γόμων 
μόριόν τι τῆς ψυχῆς ᾧ ἡδόμεθα, ὃ ὅμο τῇ προσφορᾷ ἐνεργεῖ, διὰ οὖκ forme 
οὐδεμία ἡδονὴ γένεσιν. 


διέστηκεν) The MSS, have συνέστηκεν, but ἃ correction in COC 
anticipates the conjecture of Bonitz—ddorger, adopted by By- 


water, 


§ 3. ἔτι οὐκ ἀνάγκη ἕτερόν τι εἶναι βέλτιον τῆς ἡδονῆς] The 
Paraph. is wrong in thinking that the writer passes on here to 
discuss the second of the two points indicated at the beginning of 
this chapter-—éri δ΄ οὔ συμβαίνει διὰ ταῦτα μὴ εἶναι ἀγαϑὰν μηδὲ τὸ 
ἄριστον, ἐκ τῶνδε δῆλον. He is still concerned with the first point, 
and does not deal with the second till vii. 13, 2 | 


ὥσπερ τινές φασι κιτιλ.] The argument ‘that there is something 
“better than” pleasure, εἰ δ, something for the sake of which pleasure 
is chosen, because pleasure is only a γένεσις, falls to the ground, for 
pleasure is not a yiveou, For the distinction between the τέλον (or 
οὐσία) and the γένεσερ, on which this argument relies, see PAdleé 
54 C (quoted by Zell and Fritzsche) φημὶ dedornw γένεσιν ἄλλην ἄλλης, 
οὐσίας τινὸς ἑκάστης duaa γίγνεσθαι, ξύμπασαν δὲ γένιδιν οὖσίας ὅκα, 
γίγνεσθαι ξυμπάσης. οὐκοῦν ἡδονῇ γε, εἴπερ γίνεσίε dover, dena ving 
οὐσίας ἐξ ἀνάγεης γίγνοιτ᾽ ἄν, τό γε μὴν οὗ ἕνεκα τὸ ἐνεεά τοῦ γεγνόμενον: 
ἀὰ γίγνοιτ᾽ ἄν, ἐν τῇ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ μοίρᾳ ἐκεῖνό ἐστι" τὸ δὲ τινὸς Frome 
γιγνόμενον εἰς ἄλλην μοῖραν θετέον. ap" οὖν ἡδονῇ γε, εἴπερ γένεσίε ὄστι, 
εἰς ἄλλην ἢ τὴν τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ μοῖραν αὑτὴν τιθέντες ὀρθῶς θήσομεν ; ὀρθότατα, 
μὲν οὖν. οὐκοῦν τῷ μηνύσαντι τῆς ἡδονὴν πέρι τὸ γένεσιν μέρ, οὐσίαν BE 
μηδ᾽ ἡντινοῦν αὐτῆς εἶναι, χάριν ἔχειν δεῖ, δῆλον yap ὅτι οὗτος τῶν φωιαικόντων, 
ἡδονὴν ἀγαθὸν εἶναι καταγιλξ. Here Plato thanks others for the ἔστ 
mula γένεσίε ἐστιν ἡ Bom. See aleo Piiled, 53 Ὁ Spa περὶ ἥδονῆε obe 
ἀκηκόαμεν ὧς ἀεὶ yévevie ἐστιν οὐσία δὲ οὐκ ἔστι τὸ παρόπαν ῥδονῇρ ; κομηφεὰ 
γὰρ δή τινες [generally thought to be the Cyrenaics: πος 
Ethics vol. i. p. 176, Essay ii] οὗ τοῦτον τὸν λόγον ἐπιχειροῦσε μηνύφυν. 
ἡμῖν οἵ» δεῖ χάρι The formula then was not invented by 
Plato, and he did not apply it to the pleasures of thought and 
of the higher senses, except in a way which deprives it of the 
significance which it has as applied to those of eating and 
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drinking: for, although he thinks of the former pleasures as 
ἀναπληρώσεις, he distinguishes them, as καϑοροὶ καὶ νεν λύπης, from 
‘the latter, which are ἀπαλλαγαὶ λύπη! see Hep. 584, and Phrleb. 
δι, 52. 

Grant may be right when he says, speaking of the argument 
βέλτιον τὸ τέλος τῆς γενέσεως criticised in the present section—‘In 
all probability the school, and perhaps the actual writings, of Speu- 
sippus are here alluded to." 


οὗ γὰρ γενέσεις εἰσὶν οὐδὲ μετὰ γενέσεως πᾶσαι] πᾶσαι, of course, 
refers to οὐδὲ μετὸ γενέσεως only. No pleasures are γενέσειν, although 
Some are μετὰ γενέσεως. The words οὐδὲ γινομένων συμβαίνογσι, equi- 
Valent to οὗ γὰρ γενέσεις εἰσίν, must be translated so as not to 
Sontradict the truth-perd γενέσεως rune ἥδι Trae, Συμβαίνει, 
= in the formula of the syllogism Zap. i. 1, and as one sense 
sof the term is defined in Afel, Δ. 30. 1025 ἃ, 30 (λέγεται δὲ καὶ 
“Ἴλλως συμβεβηκόν, οἷον ὅσα ὑπάρχει καθ᾽ αὑτὸ ἐκώστῳ μὴ ἐν τῇ οὐσίῳ 
“ἄντα οἷον τῷ τριγώνῳ τὸ δύο ὀρϑὰς ἔχειν), marks necessary conseguence, 
ὼς of the effect from its cause, the property from the essence. It 
ἄς in this sense, and not in that of accidental concomitance, that it 
Smoust be understood here. Grant's ‘result from’ brings this out 
swell— they do not result from our coming to our powers {γινομένων}, 
‘But from our using those powers (χρωμένων) “The subject of ywo- 
piven and χρωμένων ix ἡμῶν. Γένεσις is sometimes materially neces- 
sary to the χρῆσιε (c.g. the ὑπόλοιπον ἕξις of the hungry man feels 
pleasure, on the occasion of eating), but is not to be identified 
with it, 


ἀλλὰ τῶν εἰς τὴν τελέωσιν ἀγομένων τῆς φύσεως = τῶν καδιστασῶν 
ts τὴν φυσικὴν ἕξιν, according to Ramsauer: i.e. ἀγομένων is middle, 
and its subject is κινήσεων understood. ‘This is the view of the 
Paraph. also, who has—Kai γὸρ τῶν ἐνεργειῶν ὅσαι μὲν εἰς τελείωσιν. 
ἀγούσι φύσεως, οὐκ αὐταί εἶσι τέλος, ὥσπερ ἡ καθ᾽ ἕξιν ἰατρικὴν ἐνόργοιν 
ire τὴν ὑγίειαν ὅσαι δὲ οὐκ ἄγουσιν εἰς φυσικὴν τελείωσιν, ἀλλ᾽ 
dine ἡ φυσικὴ τελείωσις, δῆλον ὧς οὐκ ἔχουσιν ἄλλο τέλος, ἀλλὰ 
ἄλλων αὐτοί εἰσι τέλη ὥσπερ «ἴ τιν κατὰ τὴν τελείαν tw τῆν ἀρετῆς 


ἐπ 


i 


‘Tam inclined to think that the writing is very careless, and that 
ὀγομένων is passive, its subject being the persons whose nature (τῆν 
\eiea is in question. I think that it is easier to suppose care- 

of this kind, than to take ἀγομένων = ἀγουσῶν. 


1153 α. 5. 


ἃ.15. 


a. 1d. 
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ϑιὸ καὶ od καλῶς κτλ] The definition rejected on philosophicast! 
grounds here (and, 80 far as γίνεσιν is involved, also in x. 3. 6) is nowt 
very different from that accepted by Aristotle as adequate for the 
more popular purpose of the student of τἰνεϊουίο ῥάσα, i a, 
4369 Ὁ. 33 ὑποκείσθω δ᾽ ἡμῖν εἶναι τὴν ἡδονὴν κίνησίν row τῆε ψνχῆε κὦ 
τατάστησιν ἀθρόαν καὶ αἰσθητὴν εἷς τὴν ὑπάρχουσαν φύσιν, λύπην δὲ ower 
τίων, Ramsauer (p. 487) quotes two other passages in which 
Aristotle describes pleasure in terms which recall those of the 
definition here condemned, viz. Probl. 878 b. τὰ ἡ dle τὸ κατὰ Geew 
ὁδὸς ἡδύ, ἐὰν ἢ αἱσϑητῆ, and Z. NV, ix. 9. 9 τὸ δ' αἰσθάνεσθαι ὅτε C5, τὸν 
ἡδέων nal αὐτὸ (φύσει γὰρ ἀγαδὸν (uj, τὸ δ' ἀγαθὸν ὑπάρχον ἐν dary 
αἰσθάνεσθαι ἡδύ). 

ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον λεκτέον ἐνέργειαν ard] ‘Aristotle,’ says Grant, 
‘when writing accurately distinguishes pleasure from the moments 
of life and consciousness (év/pyem) from which it is i 
of 6. He, however, does not more specifically define it than 
a8 ἐπιγιγνόμενόν τὰ πέλοι {τῇ ἐνεργείᾳ) Hth. x. 4.8. Eudemmus doee 
not preserve the distinction, but simply says that pleasure should be 
defined as “the unimpeded play of ἢ Aristotle himself occa- 
sionally writes in this way: ἐλ Mel. xi. 7. 7 (A. 7. 1072 b. 16) ἐκεῖ 
καὶ ἡδονὴ ἡ ἐνέργεια τούτου" 

ἀνεμπόδιστον] ἀνεμπύδιτον occurs nowhere in the £.¢, and σον 
here and in ch. 13. § 2 in the A. Αἰ ; but in Pol. ἃ, 9. 1295 & 35 
the following words occur—e γὰρ καλῶς ἐν τοῖς ἠθιεοῖς εἴρηται τὸ τὸν 
εὐδωίμονα βίον εἶναι τὸν κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν ἀνεμπόδιστον «rd. Hence Ben- 
dixen (Bemerkungen sum sichenten Buch der Nicomachischen ΕῊΜΕ: 
Philolog. x. 199-210, 263-292) maintains that Aristole must refer 
to Z. ΜΝ. vii, because it is only in ZV, vii that the term ἀνεμαύδιστοι 
occurs: consequently, that ΑἹ, JV. vii is by Aristotle. Against this 
view Spengel (Arts. Stud. pp. 189 sqq.) has little difficuky in show- 
ing that the reference in the Poiifics is not to the definition of Sony 
given in vii, but to the doctrine of Αἰ V.i and x, according to 
which εὐδαιμονία is ἐνέργεια ψυχῆς κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν τελείαν ἐν βίῳ τελείῳ καὶ 
τοῖς dards ἀγαθοῖς ἱκανῶν κεχορηγημένῳ, the term ἀνεμπόδεστον being 
employed to sum up what is there expressed by ἐν Big τελείῳ and 
τοῖς ἐκτὸς ὀγαθοῖς ἱκανῶς κεχορηγημένῳ---ο Σ᾿ ΝΟ i. το. 12 τὰ δὲ μεγάλα 
(γῶν ἀτυχημώτων) ... ἐμποδίζει πολλοῖς ἐνεργείαις, See also Grant, 
Eihics, Essay i. vol. i. pp. 5: δ6. 

+ Ales, Δ is post-Aristowlian : see Rose, ae Artit. (Sr. end. et ἀκα, p 243. 
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The ἀνεμπόδιστος ἐνέργεια of vii is, after all, not very different 1158 a, 15. 


from the τελειοῖ δὲ τὴν ἐνέργειαν ἡ ἡδονή of B.Nx (4.5). According 
to ZN. pleasure perfects, or is the perfection of, an ἐνέργεια---- 
Supervenes upon it, or crowns it, a beauty crowns youth (x. 4. 8) — 
without pleasure an ἐνέργεια is, in fact, dreijs—falls short of the full 
Vitality which it is its raison d’éire to realise. In the phraseology 
of EN. vii, such an évipyun is ‘impeded,’ *has not free play.” 
Pleasure is ‘the free play of a function’ in Z.M. vii; in BN. x 
it is ‘the perfection of a function’ As in Pod. Δ. 9 ἀνεμπόδιστον 
takes the place of the τέλειον of XN. i in the statement of the 
doctrine of eidapoviu, 50 in Κ΄, N, vii it takes the place of the τελειοῖ 
of ZN. x. 4. 6 in the statement of the doctrine of ἡδονή, Undue 
Gmportance has been attached to the difference between the ἄνεμπός 
Bearor ἐνέργεια ἡ ἡδονὴ of vii and the τελειοῖ τὴν ἐνέργειαν ἡ ἡδονή of 
x, because the doctrine «iy ἂν vue ἡδονὴ τὸ ἄριστον (vii. τ. 2), logically 
smiecessitated by the former formula, has been thought to mark the 
writer of vii as a ‘hedonist.” I have tried to show (note on vii. 11. 
αὶ 1152 Ὁ, 1) that his ethical position is substantially the same as 
‘that of the writer of ΑἹ Vx. He differs merely in attempting to 
do more with the term ἐνέργεια, as a symbol of thought, than the 
writer of #, JV. x attempts; and he perhaps strains its use, He is, 
in short, somewhat scholastic, but in no sense a ‘ hedonist.’ And, 
as has been noticed above, he does not stand alone in identifying 
org and ἐνέργεια, ‘The writer of Met. A. 7. 1072 b. 16 describes 
God's life a8 ἐνέργεια, ζωὴ ἀρίστη, and ἡδονή, using these expressions 
ἂς interchangeable. Jt may perhaps be said that it is natural to 
fall into a more scholastic use of terms in describing the life of 
God than in describing the life of man, and that while Afer 0. 7 
is not inconsistent with Aristotellan principles, the present treatise 
is, being “hedonistic.” ‘To this we may anewer—that it is not 
*hedonism ’ to identify the highest pleasure with the highest fanction. 
"Hedonism’ takes no account of the pleasure of action; its highest 
good is passive enjoyment. Aristotclianism—represented by the 
writer of vii ag well a8 by the writer of x—places pleasure in a 
position of philosophical dignity which it does not occupy in any 
other Greek school, As εὐδωιμονία ig Life—what a man does, not 
what he receirer—so Pleasure is not mere relief, or even passive 
enjoyment, Wut that which sustains function—or, a8 the writer of vil 
says more simply, i! ἐγ function, So intimately is it bound up with 
Life, that it is difficult to say which is chosen for the sake of which 


1153 0.15, 
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(ΕΝ. x. 4. 12). All living beings striving after fulness of life 
according to their kinds, it is in the consciousness of suctessfel 
life—é.e. in pleasure—that, for man and the other animals, the 
fulness of life is actually given, Life and Pleasure therefore camnot 
be separated as outer and inner— 
Natur hat weder Ker noch Schale: 
Alles ist sie mit einem Male. 

‘The high position thus assigned to Pleasure by the side of, or 
rather in implication with, Life, or the Chief Good, marks the theory 
contained in vii and x a3 one to be viewed in a practical, or moral, 
rather than in a sclentific light, The question, as I have sald, 
which the theory sets itself to answer is (in spite of superficial 
appearances to the contrary) not ‘What is pleasure as a physio- 
logical or psychological phenomenon?’ but ‘Is it good? And if 
so, how?’— ‘What are the relations of the various pleasures to 
the good life?" Some of them doubtless hinder it; but others 
again sustain and heighten it. The hedonists placed the wrong 
pleasures—those of passive enjoyment—highest; the Platonists 
unduly depreciated pleasure. To show, as against both schools, 
that the pleasures of virtuous function, or Duty, crown life with 
perfection, seems to me to be the object of the Aristotelian theory— 
ἃ practical, or moral, object, which is misrepresented by Mill when 
he points out (truly enough) that the object of scientific psychology 
has not been attaincd—that no answer, or worse than πὸ answer, 
has been given toits question, * What ἐξ pleasure?’ See Mill, Αἴχαμε- 
ination of Sir W. Hamition's Philosophy, ch. 25. p.486: * Avistoe’s 
theory, which, as understood by our author, differs little from his 
own, is presented by Sir W. Hamilton in the following words 
(Lectures on Met. ii, 452): “When a sense, for example, is in 
perfect health, and it is presented with a suitable object of the most 
perfect kind, there is elicited the most perfect energy, which at 
every instant of its continuance is accompanied with pleasure’, 
‘The sarne holds good with the function of Imagination, Thought, 
ἂς. Pleasure is the concomitant in every case where powers and 
objects are in themselves perfect, and between which there subsists 
a suitable relation.” The conditions whereon upon this showing 
pleasure depends are the healthiness of the sense, and the 

of the object presented to it. This is simply making the fact its 


+ ‘This is the theory of A. V. x rather than of wil, 
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own theory, When is a sense in perfect health, and its object 11 
perfect? The function of a sense is twofold—as a source of 
cognition and of feeling. If the perfection meant be in the function 
of cognition, the doctrine that pleasure depends on this is mani- 
festly erroneous: according to Sir W. Hamilton it is even the 
teverse of the truth, for he holds that the knowledge given by an 
‘act of sense and the feeling accompanying it are in an inverse 
Proportion to one another. Remains the supposition that the 
perfection of which Aristotle spoke was perfection not in respect 
οἵ cognition but of feeling. It cannot, however, contist in acuteness 
of feeling, for our acutest feelings are pains. What, then, con- 
stitutes it? Pleasurableness of feeling: and the theory only tells 
us that pleasure is the result of a pleasurable state of the sense and 
a pleasure-giving quality in the object presented to it. Aristotle 
and Sir W, Hamilton did not certainly state the doctrine to them- 
selyes in this manner; but they reduced it to this by affirming 
pleasure or pain to depend on the perfect or imperfect action of 
the sense, when there was no criterion of imperfect or perfect action 
‘except that it produced pain or pleasure.’ Mill is perhaps right 
in his contention that our scientific knowledge of the nature of 
pleasure is not enriched by the statement that ‘it is the concomitant 
OF perfect action,’ But as a protest against those who said ‘all 
pleasure {s evil,’ and those who made passive enjoyment the end, 
the statement is of great ethical importance. ἄπ interesting 
account of the Platonic and Aristotelian theories of pleasure, 
and notices of later theories, notably of Kant's, will be found 
in Hamilton's Lectures on Met, Lect, 43, Kant's theory of pleasure 
and pain is thus stated in his Anshrofologie § 60, a8 rendered by 
Hamilton, 7 ti. 472—* Pleasure is the feeling of the furtherance 
(Beffirderung), pain of the hindrance of life. Under pleasure is not 
to be understood the feeling of life; for in pain we feel life no less 
than in pleasure, nay perhaps even more strongly. In a state of 
pain life appears long, in a state of pleasure it scems bricf; it is 
only, therefore, the feeling of promotion—the furtherance of life 
which constitutes pleasure. On the other hand, it is not the mere 
hindrance of life which constitutes pain; the hindrance must not 
‘only exist, it must be felt to exist.’ ‘ These definitions of pleasure 
| and fatin,’ Hamilton observes, ‘are virtually identical with (hose of 
Aristotle, only far less clear and explicit.’ But Kant's theory soon 
parts company from Aristotle's, as may be seen from another passage 
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1253 0. 18, in the Amthropologie, which, however, I quote to show that Kant, 


though differing from Aristotle in important respects, is at one with 
him in having a practical purpose to serve with his theory of 
pleasure; and I would suggest that the Kantian theory of pleasure 
is as likely to be misrepresented as the Aristotelian, if treated 28 
ἃ contribution 1 ientific psychology.’ The passage is given by 
Hamilton (Jfeé. 72) as follows—‘ If pleasure be a feeling of the 
promotion of life, this presupposes a hindrance of life; for there 
can be no promotion if there be no foregoing hindrance τὸ over 
come. Since, therefore, the hindrance of life is pain, pleasure must 
presuppose pain,... When we cast our eyes on the progress of 
things, we discover in ourselves a ceaseless tendency to escape from 
our present state, To this we are compelled by a physical 
stimulus. ... But in the intellectual nature of man there is ako 
a stimulus which operates to the same end. In thought man is 
always dissatisfied with the actual ; he is ever looking forward from 
the present to the future.... Man is urged on by a necessily of 
his nature to go out of the present asa stale of pain, in order to 
find in the future one less irksome. Man thus finds himself in a 
never-ceasing pain; and this is the spur for the activity of human 
nature. Our Jot {s so cast that there is nothing enduring for us bat 
pain. ... Pleasure is nothing positive; it is only a liberation of 
pain, and therefore only something negative. . . . It is certainly the 
intention of Providence that by the alternation of pain we should 
be urged on to activity. [Here Kant applics his theory; and its 
significance lies in the practical application he makes of it, not in 
the scientific meaning which may be extracted from the terms in 
which it is couched] No one can find pleasure in the continual 
enjoyment of delights; these soon pall upon us... There is n0 
permanent pleasure to be reaped except in labour alone. .. - Labour 
is irksome, labour has its annoyances, but these are fewer than those 
we should experience were we without Iabour. As man, therefore, 
must geek even his recreation in toll itself, his life is at best one of 
vexation and sorrow.... Men think that it is ungrateful to the 
Creator to say that it is the design of Providence to keep us ina 
state of constant pain; but this is a wise provision in order to urge 
human nature on to exertion. Were our joys permanent, we should 
never undertake aught new. That life we may call happy which i 
furnished with all the means by which pain can be overcome; we 
have, in fact, no other conception of buman happiness! 
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A very different conception this of life and happiness, and of the 1153 «15. 


relation of pleasure to life and happiness, from Aristotle's; my object, 
is not to contrast the theories, as such, of Aristotle and 
Kaxot, but to illustrate by another example the danger of taking a 
theory of pleasure (and the remark applies to any particular theory 
by ἃ great moralist in the construction of his ethical 
System—« yg. to utheory of Conscience such as Cardinal Newman's, 
© of Will such as Kant’s) out of the context of the ethical system 
ima which it is embedded, and of treating it as a contribution— 
Yaluable or worthless—to ‘psychology. Thus Kant’s ‘theory’ 
‘tBaaat ‘pleasure is nothing positive’ may be accepted as a valuable 
Psychological truth (as by Schopenhauer), and a whole system of 
it ical truths’ may be deduced (to the psychologist’s satis- 
fxection) from it; or it may be rejected as ‘psychologically unten- 
@Gile! But plainly our view of its significance as that which helps 
to express, in yet another figure, his deepest thought in 
Presence of the problem of life, is not affected in the least by 
She favourable or unfavourable verdict of ‘scientific psychology.’ 
Exadeed, ‘untenable psychology’ matters as little in Kant as unten 
Bike Ptolemaic cosmology in Milton, So with Aristotle's theory of 
Pleasure. Mill's criticism may effectually dispose of it, as absiracted 
from its ethical context, and presented as a contribution 
Bes psychology: but it is not a contribution to psychology, It is an 
‘Exategral part of Aristotle's theory of duty—"The performance of duty,” 
tells us, ‘has its own pleasure, which ensures and perfects 
"ihe performance. All other pleasures are inferior tg this pleasure, 
ascetics who say that pleasure is not good, and that we can do 
- Sur duty without aid from pleasure, and the hedonists who say that 
“the pleasures of passive enjoyment are the only pleasures worth 
‘Seeking, are wrong.’ Mill's criticism misses all this. 


ἀντὶ δὲ τοῦ αἰσθητὴν ἀνεμπόδιστον] ἐ, ε, it is important to 
substitute the term ἀνεμπόδιστον for the term αἰσϑηγῆν, It goes 
‘without saying that, being an ἐνέργεια ψυχῆς, it is αἰσθητή or realised 
‘in consciousness; but unless it be ἀνεμπύδιστος, it is not realised as 
Plearent, “The term αἰσθάνεσθαι is wide enough, according to 
Aristotelian usage, to cover the consciousness of thought, as well 
as that of sensation. I therefore think that the Paraphrast goes 
off on ἃ wrong line here, when he says—j yap ἐν τῷ θεωρεῖν ἡδονὴ 
εἰα ἐστὶν αἰσθητή. 


τοῖ, I 


1163 a, 15. 
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Bonet δὲ γένεσίς τισιν εἶναι, ὅτι κυρίως ἀγαϑόν] This refers not to 
the Platonists hitherto criticised, but probably to the Cyrensics; 
and γένεσις must be here understood to mean the oufcome or 
operation of ἃ iis, not the process by which ἃ ἕξις is formed o 
restored, as the term was understood by the Platonists. The 
hedonists here referred to maintain that Pleasure is reatiy or 
perfectly g00d (κυρίων ἀγαθόν) ; hence that it cannot be a é€er, which 

is only potentially or imperfectly good, but must be & yérens—the 
realisation or operation of a if: cf Κ΄. Ν'. ἡ, 7. 13 (quoted here by 
Ramsauer) τὴν κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν βετέον" πυριώτερον γὰρ αὕτη δοκεῖ Adeeb 
Instead of the term γένεσια, the writer suggests the term ἐνήργοια a8 
better fitted τὸ signify ‘ the operation of a ἔξιε᾽ Rassow (Forsch. p. 
100) reads τισιν for the τιν of the MSS. after γένεσις, on the ground 
that the clause mentions a view which has not hitherto been 
alluded to, His words are ‘ Diese Worte sind vollig unverstindlich, 
wenn man sie auf die in dem vorhergehenden Satze bestritiene 
Platonische Lehre bezieht. Man hat daher wohl mit Grant an die 
Cyrenaiker zu denken. Damit es aber erkennbar winl, dass man 
68 mit ciner neuen und noch nicht besprochenen Ansicht za thin 
hat, ist wie ich glaube, das ohne dies auffillige rie nach γένεσιε in 
τισίν xu Andern. Diese von mir schon, Observ. Crit. p. 28, vor 
schlagene Aenderung ist von Bekker in der kleineren Ausgabe vor 
1861 [and by Susemihl and Bywater] aufgenommen worden. Der 
Paraphrast, der die Stelle richtig erklart, hat vielleicht τισέν gelesen= 
γένεσις δὶ Boke τισιν εἶναι ἡδονὴ ὅτι ᾧοντο τὴν ἡδανὴν εἶναι τὸ mvpler 3 
ἀγαθὸν καὶ τὸ ἄριστον" τὸ δὲ κυρίως ἀγαβὰν ἐνέργειαν erat’ ἐνέργειαν δὲ ἢ 
καὶ γένεσιν μηδὲν ἀλλήλων διαφέρειν" τὸ δὲ οὐχ οὕτως ἔχει." 


2.18. ᾧ 4. τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ ὅτι ὑγιεινὰ ἕνια φαῦλα πρὸς χρηματισμέν δὲ 


εἰ ριϊςαὶ τε τὸ αὐτὸ «αὶ τὸ τὰ ὑγιεινὰ εὖνοι φαῦλα, ὅτε yew ἔνια Gahan 
πρὸς χρηματισμόν,---' To say that pleasures are bad, because somes 
pleasant things are unhealthy, is like saying that healthy things are—= 
bad, because some of them are bad, for money-making’: ¢f the 
Paraph. εἰ φαύλη λέγεται ἡ How) ὅτι ἔνια ἡδέα νοσώδη, ἔσονται καὶ τὴν 
ὑγιεινὰ φαῦλα, ὅτι τινὰ ὑγινινὰ ἐμποδὼν ἵσταται τῷ πλουτεῖν, ὅτε πφλλῴωσι 
χρημάτων ἐστὶν ἀνυλωτικύ, Peters, Γ think, is wrong with *. . . it 
like arguing that some things that are healthy are bad for money- 
making.’ take ὅτι in a. 18,28 ina. 17, 10 mean, not 4baé, but ὄκεσαισ, 


ταύτῃ] πρὸς χρηματισμόν. He means that both ἡδάν and tye 
may be bad κατὰ συμβεβηκόν---ἶῃ some particular relation; but they 
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are not, on this account {κατά ye τοῦτο) bad in themselves—qaiAu 1159 2. 18. 
dehde. 
$5) answers vii. 11. 4 τι ἐμπόδιον τῷ φρονεῖν οἱ ἡδοναί, on the a 20. 
lines of £, Δ, x. 5. ἐξ 1-7, where it is laid down that every function 
‘has its own (olela) pleasure, which stimulates and perfects it, and 
that if a function is good (as judged, we must assume, not by the 
subjective standard of pleasurable feeling, but by the objective 
standard of correspondence with environment) its pleasure is good. 
Itis by thus connecting pleasure with function, ar correspondence 
with environment, that Aristotelianism meets hedonism and 
eeticismm. It ἴα to be observed that the writer here speaks of the 
ie being impeded or stimulated by ἡδονή: whereas the writer of 
EN. x. 5 speaks consistently of the ἐνέργεια (distinguished by him 
from the ἡδονή) being impeded or stimulated. 
Φρονήσει, a8 Grant remarks, is used here generically for ‘thought,’ 
@nd not in the restricted sense given to it in Book vi. 
ξ 6] refers to vii. τα. 4 ἔτι τέχνῃ οὐδεμία ἠδονῆτ᾽ καίτοι πᾶν ἀγαθὸν a. 23. 
τέχνης ἔργον. 
εὐλόγως συμβέβηκεν ‘is but natural’ (Peters): ‘is just what one & 34. 
‘Fight expect to find.” Téxm is concerned with the ordering of the 
‘Sonditions {τῆν δυνάμεως ἐστί) of a performance (ἐνέργεια), but not with 
‘The performance itself, See the Paraph, οὐδεμία ἐνέργεια τέχνης ἐστὶν 
ὡποτέλεσμα ἀλλὰ τὴν μὲν δύναμιν } τόχνη, ἡ δὲ δύναμις προύγει τὴν ἐνέργειαν. 
ὦ μὲν γὰρ περὶ τὴν κυβερνητικὴν τέχνη αἰτία ἐστὶ τοῦ δύνασθαι κυβερνᾷν" τὸ δὲ 
δύνασθωι κυβερνῷν αἴτιόν ἐστι τῆε κατὰ τὴν κυβερνητικὴν ἐνεργείας. So close 
‘is the connexion between τέχνη and δύναμες, that such τέχναι as ῥητοριεή, 
δατρική and dudeeruc} are often simply called δυνάμεις. They are 
he δυνάμειρ al μετὰ λόγον of Mit. ©. 2, 1046 Ὁ, 1, which are said to 
Ye concemed with contraries—xal αἱ μὲν μετὰ λόγου πᾶσαι τῶν 
ἀναντίων at αὐτοί, So long as alternatives are open—so long as 
αὐτὲς possible arrangement, or that, may be preferred—so long as 
‘preparations have to be made, τέχνη rules; but the result of these 
ions—that for the sake of which they have been made, 
‘when once it is realised, is something definite, which τέχνη cannot 
modify. Art may instruct a man how to hold his bow and point 
“his arrow straight for the mark; but the ἐνέργεια of all this instruo- 
tion—the flying arrow—has already escaped beyond the reach of 
ἀπ. ΟἿ M.A ii, το, 1208 b. x οὐδὲ γὰρ ἄλλη ἐπιστήμη οὐδεμία τὴν 
χρῆσω παραδίδωσιν ἀλλὰ τὴν ἕξιν, 
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116%0.96, καίτοι καί κιτλ] We have here what the Ald. Schol. describes 


0.27. 


a 28, 
= 40. 


as an éorame brought against the πρόγασιι-ττἡδονῆς οὐκ ὅστε τέχναι. 
advanced by the opponent. It is submitted that arts of pleasuresoe 
are popularly recognised. This ἕνστοσιε however is obviously Nome 
80 seriously meant as the ἀντιπηράστασις (Ald. Sc.), or rejoinder. —a, 
contained in the first part of the §. The writer of Af, Af, i. τας: 
1206 a. 26 oddly omits entirely the weighty rejoinder οὐδὲ 
ἄλλην ἐνεργείας οὐδεμιᾶς τέχνη ἐστίν, ἀλλὰ τῆς δυνάμεως, and confine ——— 
himself to the captious ἔνστασιν, His words are ἄλλος ἣν λόγοε ὅτπαες Sy 
οὐδεμία ἐπιστήμη ποιεῖ ἡδονήν, ἔστι δὲ οὐδὲ τοῦτο ἀληϑίφ' οἱ γὰρ δευανοπαεπῃα, 
ποιοὶ καὶ στεφανοποιοὶ καὶ οἱ μυροψοὶ Bouse εἰσὶ ποιητικοί, ἀλλὰ δὴ remit 
ἄλλαις ἐπιστήμαις οὐκ ὄστιν ἡ ἡδονὴ ὡς τέλος ἀλλὰ pe ἡδονῆς τε καὶ mie 
ἅνεν ἡδονῆς. ἔστιν οὖν ἐπιστήμη ποιητικὴ ἡδονῆν, This is all that theme 
writer has to say in answer to the thesis οὐδεμία ἐπιστήμη Tomei 
ἡδονήν, 

$7.] ‘Most of the arguments,’ says Grant ad Joc, ‘against 
pleasure ignore the distinction between different kinds of pleasuremems, 
the one kind being of the nature of life, and the end, and therel=—are 
good in themselves (ὃ 3); the other kind being connected woah 
inferior conditions of our nature, with pain, want, εἴς,, and ba ang 
therefore only secondarily and accidentally good (§ 2). ‘This Iatwmter_ 
kind of pleasures, and excess in them, are made the ground — 
reproaches against pleasure in general!” 


τὸν σώφρονα φεύγειν] se, τὰν fidovds, 

τὰ θηρία διώκει» σε. τὸν fonts, 

ἁπλῶς} Fritzsche believes that this word has crept into the text 
from a scholium; thus the Ald, Schol. has πῶν ἀγαθαὶ ἥτοι ddr 
ol κυρίων, 

τὰς τοιαύτας] τὸς μὴ ὁπλῶς ἀγαθάς Par. 

καὶ τὴν τούτων ἀλυπίαν ὁ φρόνιμος] se, διώκει. ‘These words seem 
το form a parenthesis. “The φρόνιμον tries not to be pained by the 
absence of these bodily pleasures. ὁ γὰρ φρόνιμος τῇ ἀπουσίφ τῶν 
σωματικῶν ἡδονῶν βούλετοι μὴ λυπεῖσθαι (Ald. Schol.). 

ἡδοναὶ «αἱ σώφρονο}}] τῷ γὸρ δικαίῳ ἡδονὴ ἐκ τοῦ τὰ δίκαια πράττεν 
τοὶ τῷ ἀνδρείῳ ἐκ τοῦ τὰ ἀνδρεῖα, καὶ τῷ σώφρονι de τοῦ πράττειν τὰς 
σώφρονα ἡδονὴ γίνιται (Ald. Schol.). Of, EV. ii. 3. 4 ὁ μὲν pip 
ἀπεχόμενον τῶν σωματικῶν ἡδονῶν καὶ αὐτῷ τούτῳ χοίρων ] 
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CHAPTER XIII. 


Ἀκούμεντ. 


ἐπ evil end avoided (eval in ittelf, and as impeding function) ix 
Mow, that which ir contrary to what is avoided (qua avwided and 
evil’ it good, Pleasure therifore, as the contrary of pain (quk avoided and evi, 
ἐν good —for there ἐν nothing its the argument of Speusippur, that, as greater, 
though contrary to bers which is unequal, ἐγ not therefore equal, τὸ pltaswre, 
Phough contrary £9 pain whick ix evil, εν not therefore geod. 
As for the vietw that pleasure is the chief good—there is mothing in the 


tf it mere inupeded”: thus there will be @ Alrasurt, οὐδ. the highest amet 
(oe. aminepeded) franction,’ Τὰν prea lens densl Borland bees 
‘telve)) sehich ἐν ientoat with the cof good. TA ἐν why’ al! mere bind wp 


they παραναίίν cannot separate from that of * heme the 
attached to external prosperity—and fo the absence of ail that * tes: 
fo Hose who maintain that ὧν possible in the midit of 


uniutentionally say what is wetrwe) ; hence the identification which ts made of 
prosperity and Happiness by those who forget that even prosperity, whew feo 
prtat, " impedes? δὲ well as adversity. 
The fact that all creatures—beaits ond men—follow pleacwre, poials te its 
ay Be ie cee Af all do not follow the same pleasure, yet it ἐν pleaswr 
all follow—nay, perhaps at bottom the same plasrure, for they are alt 
“ike Papier δόμα 
The δοάδίν * flearures" have appropriated the mane, because all wen expericuce 
cli erecrediagpanie 
Further, wales pees te Pence, ke go the Happy Life™ weed wet be 
“pearant’—for Nearure is παροῦσι, if not xood—nay, the * Hapey Life” 
eae ear γ aber me μένων get, ten ft ὑπο 
ut mewiral, and there is mo reason for avoiding it. Thus the 
ate eipummran sede \ptxun’ tor achat ror 


ΦῚ ᾿Αλλὰ μὴν ὅτι καὶ ἡ λύπη κακόν, ὁμολογεῖται, καὶ φευκτόν. .. 1253 0.7. 
ἀνάγκη οὖν τὴν ἡδονὴν ἀγαθόν τι εἴναι] This is the second part of 
f the argument of Eudoxus given In WV. x. 
ἘΠ τὸ δου ‘The words as they stand cannot, I ν. 3, 
think, be otherwise than as they are translated by Peters 
ΗΠ Gi wot ap tortie cate or by 


Mi 
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τῷ Aarrom καὶ τῷ ἴσῳ ἐνωτίων) to ῬΙσαδαγε - of EVN. x. 2. 5 1.68 5.4. 
Adyootes ταῦτα ob κακῶς, ob μὴν ἐπί γε τῶν εἰρημένων ἀληθεύοντες. 

‘The formala thus misapplied by Speusippus is given in Cas. 11. 
53 b. 36, with the caveat that it is applicable only within narrow 
Tienes, ἐναντίον δέ ἔστιν ἀγαθῷ μὲν ἐξ ἀνάγκης κακόν’ τοῦτο δὲ δῆλον 
τῆ «αδ' ἕκαστον ἐπαγωγῇ οἷον ὑγιείᾳ νόσος καὶ δικαιοσύνῃ ἀδικία, «αὶ 
εἰρδρεὶῳ δειλία ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων, κακῷ δὲ ὁτὲ μὲν ἀγαθόν 
ἔστιν ἐναντίον ὁτὲ δὲ κακόν. τῇ γὰρ ἐνδείᾳ κακῷ ὄντι ἢ ὑπερβολὴ doar 
πίων κακὸν ἄν" ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἡ μεσύτης ἐνειντία ἑκατέρῳ οὖσω, ἀγαθὸν ἐστεν" 
ἐπ ὀλίγων B ἂν τὸ τοιοῦτον ἴδοι tug’ ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν πλείστων del τῷ Kamp 
πὸ dyadly ἐναντίον ἐστίν. Speusippus neglected the caution conveyed 
im these words, On Speusippus sec Grant, Zvhics, Essay ili, vol. i, 
PP. 217, 218, and Ritter and Preller, Hiv. Phil. $§ 289-294. 
His theory of Pleasure is thus stated by Aul. Gell. ix. 5—Speu- 
‘Sippus, vetusque omnis Academia, voluplaiem ef dolorem duo mala 
sce dicunt opposita ipter se: bonum autem esac quod utriusque 
medium foret. 


οὐ γὰρ ἄν dain ὅπερ κακόν τι εἶναι τὴν ἡδονήν) Grant says— Ὁ 

* We are probably to understand ms, with the Par. and Schol. 
Sspeusippus would have said that pleasure fs an evil: of. Eth. x. 
2.5! Tam not sure that Grant is right here. Speusippus would 
‘Sertainly have said that pleasure is an evil accidentally—probably 
The would have said that being evil is an ‘inseparable accident” of 
Pleasure; but would he have said that it is essentially evil? It 
‘Seems to me that the word ὅπερ (sce next note) makes it possible 
Yo understand Speusippus as the subject of ¢aip—which is, of 
‘Course, what the run of the sentence naturally suggests. 


ὅπερ] ‘For no one would say (or, Speusippus would not say) 
that pleasure is fx iéself and essenivally an cyil’ Eustratius in his 
hote on Α΄, NV. vi. 4. 3 ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἡ οἰκοδομικὴ τέχνη τίν ἐστι, καὶ ὅπερ ἕξις 
σις μετὰ λόγου ποιητική explains correctly the technical meaning of 
ἄκη -τὸ δὲ ὅπερ δηλοῦν κεῖται τὸ οὐσιωδῶν κατηγορεῖσθαι τὴν οἰκυδομιαῆε 
τὴν τέχνην. Soe Alex. ad Top. lil. x. 472. ἃ. 14 (quoted by Bonita, 
Met. p. 176. ἡ. ν. οὐ the use of ὅπερ) τὸ ὅπερ αὐτῷ τοῦ κυρίως ἐστὶ 
δηλυνικάν, καὶ ᾧ ἂν προστεθῇ τὸ ὅπερ τὸ κυρίως ὀκεῖνο εἶναι σημαίνει, οἷον 
ὅπερ ἄνθρωπος 6 κυρίων ἄνθρωπον. On which Bonitz remarks— 
*excludit igitur pronomen ὅπερ quaecunque rei accidunt, includit 
wnice ea quae in substantia, ἐν τῷ τέ ἐστιν ejus, insunt ... omnino 
τὸ (Le. by ὅπερ) denotatur id ipsum quod res est, τὸ τί ἐστι, vel ἡ 


5.9. ἴσως δὲ... τοῦτο δ' ἐστὶν ἡδονή] Th is 
ἀνεμπόδιστοι) that the ψυχῆς ἐνέργεια κατ᾽ 
εὐδαιμονία, can be described as αἱρετωτάτη: 
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τέλειος and αἱρετωτάτη, ἰδ ἐνέργεια ἀνεμπόδιστος, it is ἡδονή, for ἡδονή has 
been defined as ἐνέργεια ἀνεμπόδιστοε. 


εἶθ' ἡ πασῶν ἐνέργειά ἐστιν εὐδαιμονία εἴτε ἡ τινὸς αὐτῶν] ἦ rude bd. 10. 


αὐτῶν is rightly explained by the Ald. Schol, a @ewpia, for which he 
refers to x (see ZV, x. 8. 8). 

‘The Aristotelian doctrine of εὐδαιμονίω docs not, however, amount 
to the exclusive acceptance of cither of the alternatives here pre- 
sented eff’... εἴτε... These alternatives mark rather two points 
of view from which εὐδαιμονία may be regarded. If it be regarded 
‘ag an ἥνυλον elor—as a Jife concretely realised, it presents itself as 
the harmonious play of all human functions, intellectual, moral 
and bodily—as the expression, in many ways, of the concrete unity 
ment tana fn corpore samo. But since such a concrete result 
cannot be produced or maintained without θεωρία, or the organising 
and regulative agency of Reason—is in fact nothing but the 
‘material manifestation of θεωρία which is its Form, Law, οὐσία, 
ἅνεν ὕλης, or τί ἦν εἶναι τ and since the Form or Law és the thing, 
philosophically considered (see Mel, 2. 6. 1031 a. 17 ἕκαστόν τε obe 
ἄλλο δοκεῖ εἶναι vie dovrod οὐσίαν" καὶ τὸ τί ἦν elvan λέγεται elvan f 
ἑκάστου οὐσία), it follows that novia, considered formally or 
philosophically, is identified with θεωρία its Form or Law. It is 
especially in ZV, x that εὐδαιμονία is go identified, But we must 
‘be careful not to fall into a somewhat natural misunderstanding of 
the language employed in such passages as ZV. x. ch. 7 and 
ch, 8. §§ 1-8. When the writer says (Δ. V. x. 8. § 8) ὥστ᾽ εἴη ἂν ἢ 
εὐδαιμονία θεωρία τις, he means that εὐδαιμονία formally considered is 
Sewpia, He does not mean that if we look at the εὐδαίμων in the 
concrete, we shall find that he js essentially a philosopher or man 
οἵ science, spending his whole life in the exercise of his intellectual 
faculties, as such, in some department of knowledge: on the con- 
‘trary, $0 to cultivate the intellect, ag such, that the other powers of 
the human ensemble are allowed to lie fallow, would imply, in the 
writer's opinion, a narrow and partial conception of life—would, in 
fhet, indicate the akeence of the ‘ comprehensive view,” ‘ the survey,” 
*the regulative agency of reason,’ or ϑεωρία in which εὐδαιμονία 
‘essentially consists. 

We may say, then, that in the passage before us the clause «2" 
ἡ πασῶν ἐνέργειά ἐστιν εὐδαιμονία indicates the more concrete way of 
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1153 ».10, looking at the Happy Life, and the clause εἴτα ᾧ mnie αὐτῶν the 
more formal philosophical way which sees it in iis true nature; see 
Met, ὅς 6 quoted above, and of, BLN, ix. 8.6 ὥσπερ δὲ καὶ πύλιε τὸ 
«υριώτατον μήλιστ' εἶναι δοκεῖ eak πᾶν ἄλλο σύστημα, οὕτω κοὶ ἄνθρωπος. 
At is gud rational that man so organises the exercise of all his 
powers, intellectual, moral and bodily, as to be Happy: we may 
therefore say that Happiness és an employment of Reason—@rwpia 
τῶν 

δ 15, φαύλων οὐσῶν, «ἰ ὄτυχεν, ἁπλῶς] ‘Even if most pleasures are 
bad, and, if you like, bad in themselves.” 

B17. διὸ προσδεῖται κιτ.λ.] Cf £..V.i. 8. 16,5. 8.9. Fritzsche quoces 
Cic. de Miu, ii. 6. το Arisoteles virtutis usum cum vitae perfectae 
progperitate coniunxit: and Alex. περὶ ψυχῆν (8) p. 157 Ald. 
describes εὐδαιμονία as συμπλήρωσις τῶν ἀγαθῶν. 

ΒΝ. ὅπως μὴ ἐμποδίζηται ταῦτα] The Ald. Schol. makes ταῦτα the 
τοῦήσοι---ὅπως καὶ ταῦτα ἤτοι τὰ ἐκτὸς ἀγαθά, ἀπόντα μὴ παρομποδίζωσν 
τὴν ἐνέργειαν τοῦ εὐδαίμονος  Ὀὰὶ it is better τὸ take 6 εὐδαίμων as the 
subject, and make ratra=aaré ταῦτα, ‘in respect of body, or estate, 
or fortune.’ 

b.19. ᾧ 8. τροχιζόμενον] Zell quotes Οἷς, Tuse. ¥. 9 In co libro quem 


scripsit (‘Theophrasius) de vita beata in quo mulia disputat quam- 
obrem is qui torqueatur qui crucietur beatus esse non posit. In 


co ctiam putatur dicere in rotam beatam vitam non escendere: 
non usquam id quidem dicit omnino; sed quae dicit idem valent. 
‘The rpoyis is described by the Schol. ap. Suidas as ξύλινάν re ἐν ᾧ 
δεσμούμενοι οἱ οἰκέται ἐκολάζοντο. 

5.90. φάσκοντες] The Cynics. Thus Antisthenes Ay, δ apud Mullach, 
ii. p. 284 αἰτάρκῃ γὰρ τὴν ἀρετὴν atva πρὸς σὐδαιμονίαν, μηδενὸς προσδιο- 
μένην ὅτι μὴ Ξωκρατικῆς ἰσχύος (Diog. L. vil, 11-12), 

b 94. ᾧὮ 4. πρὸς γὰρ τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν ὃ ὅρος αὐτῆς] ‘For good fortune 
can only be defined byi relation to happiness" (Peters). τὰ γὰρ, 
εἶναι τῆς εὐτυχίαν ἐστὶν ἐν τῷ συμβάλλευϑαι πρὸν εὐδαιμονίαν (Parnph), 

6.25, ᾧ δ. καὶ τὸ διώκειν δ᾽ ἅπαντα xh.) ‘The argument of Eudoxus 
quoted in x. 2. 1. 

b.27. φήμη κ͵ὶλ] Hesiod, ἔργ. καὶ jp. 763. ‘The second line continwes 
—rmifover Θεός νυ ris ἐστὶ καὶ αὐτῆ, Here, as Stahr remarks, we 


have the origin of vox populi vox Dei. 
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$6, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ οὐχ ἡ αὐτὴ οὔτε φύσις οὔθ᾽ ἕξις ἡ ἀρίστη οὔτ᾽ ἔστιν 1159 b. 20, 


οὔτε δοκεῖ] ‘since however there is no one nature or state which 
3s, of fs thought to be, the best for all, so neither do they all pursue 
‘the same pleasure...’ (Grant): πᾶσιν, necessary in the protasis, 
ἧς carelessly omitted, perhaps because the writer looked forward 
‘to πάντεν in the apodosis, 


ἀλλὰ τὴν αὐτήν" πάντα γὰρ φύσει ἔχει τι θεῖον] Lf all pursue Ὁ, a2, 

“the same pleasure,” it must be because they have ‘the same 
mature’ fundamentally, In man this is νοῦς, resulting in the 
function of νόησιε or dewpia, often characterised as ‘divine.’ But the 
same organising principle, which appears in man as νοῦν, appears In 
the irrational animals (and in plants) as a nisus impelling them to 
purify the specific form, or eles, from the incidents of individual 
decay and death, and make it eternal in the race (see d¢ An, ii, 4. 
454.29). While individual animals seem to live κατὰ πάθος, for 
themselves, and to satisfy merely their own immediate wants, there 
fs all the while at work within them ‘an eternal principle not 
themselves’ (θεϊόν τι), by which their behaviour is regulated in 
conformity with a plan which includes all Nature : ἐκ τοιαύτην doxie 
ἤρτηται ὁ οὐρανὸς καὶ ἡ φύσις (Met. A. 7. 1072 b. 13). The Aristo- 
telian God Is the abstract of all the various modes of the organising 
τάξας in Nature. He is described as ἐνέργεια didor—eternal func 
tion; and this eternal fonction is also sald to be ἡδονή (Met, Δ, 7. 
1072 b. 16). Inasmuch, then, as the lives, or ἐνέργειαι, of all 
creatures are particular cases of this one ἐνέργεια ἀΐδιος, which is 
toni, all creatures may be said τὴν οὐτὴν διώκειν ἡδονῆν. 


θεῖον] Cf de Am. ii. 4. 415 a. 29, where it is said that living 
creatures propagate their kinds ἵνα τοῦ dei καὶ τοῦ θείου μετέχωσιν ἡ 
δέναντοι., 


παραβάλλειν εἰς αὐτάς] sc. ἑαυτούς according to Michelet: but 
the Jndex takes it intransitively=* to pass over to' ‘to incline to": 
$0 the Ald. Schol. of πλείονες πρὸς τὸς σωματικὺε μᾶλλον ῥέπουσι. 


διὰ τὸ μόνας οὖν γνωρίμους κιτιᾺ.] Cf the simile If. I. ii. 7. 1205 bv. 95. 
be 13 EAN of φάσκοντες εἴνω τὴν ἡδυνὴν ob σπουδαίαν, πεπόνθασιν οἷον of 
μὴ ἀδύτου τὸ vizrap οἴονται rove θεοὺς οἶνον πίνειν, καὶ obe εἶναι τούτον. 
ἥδιον οὐϑέν' τοῦτο πάσχουσιν διὰ τὴν ἄγνοιαν οἷς ὅμοιον πεπόνθασιν οἱ 
πάσαν vas ἡδονὼε γενέσειε φόσποντει εἶναι καὶ οὐκ ἀγαθόν, διὰ γὰρ τὸ μὴ 


ω 
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21153 b, 98, εἰδέναι Tdas ἡδονὸς ἄλλ᾽ ἢ τὸς σωμωτικὰς ταύτας rr ὅρᾷν γενέσειε τε feet ας 


καὶ μὴ σπονδοΐαν ὅλων οὐκ ofovea εἶναι τὴν ἡδονὴν ἀγοθόν. 


χιδάνι, § Te μὴ ἡδονὴ ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἡ ἐνέργεια! The subject is ἡδοηβπωτττη 


καὶ ἡ ἐνέργενα, and the predicate is ἀγαϑάν : πὸ the Paraph. and Ald am. 
Schol. Susemibl and Ramsauer, on what appears to be weak MS ==, 
authority, read εἶ μὴ ἡὶ (MD OD Asp.) ἡδονὴ ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἐνέργεια (MER ah 
seems to be the only authority for the omission of ἡ before éeipyeajae ), 
making ἀγαθόν and ἐνέργεμε both predicates. 


CHAPTER XIV. 


ARGUMENT. 


Those who τὸ discriminate between * noble pleasures amd * bectéiy plearareme=—" 
δὲ £9 maintain that, while the former are ood, the latter —Jor they are the (—™ 
temperate man's plearures—are rst, mutt be ashed ἐν explein why the —" 
contvary to these bodily Neasures are bad. * Bast” ineplies * good” ax ite contre 
The truth is that the bodily Measures partake of the mature of the bodily shee" 
and motions with which they are assoctated—ssates amd meciones which are geome 
up to a certain point, but bad beyond that point: for vahere a state ar mation e™ 
cannel pats beyond the point of absolute perfection, the conrenponsding. 
docs not admit of excess, Bodily pleasures are good, amd meceuary mp ἐν "ἦν 
certain point , bad as pursued to excess by the intemperate man, who, ὧν may ὄνον 
farther observed, avoids, mot excessive pain, but pain simply—notadly the Z 
which ἐμ opposed to exvestive pleasure (1. 6. the pare conrad ἂν the absent gee "2 
cexcesrive pleasure)—a pain which omiy intenperale prope feel, τς 

Let us now try to make the truth about the bodily plearerer νεῦσε convincing ne 
by showing how an errenccus view about them as naturally roomed 
duel. The erroneous view is that the bodily pleasures are mere devirahe ha 
ether plesures. Why does this view recommend itself ar true? Becawae [αν εἴ 
the excessive bodily plearures banish pain: they are eagerly sought efter <mmmmt 
anodynes and restoratives ; (2) because they are the only plearercs kee" 
40 inferior natures—and here we are reminded of what was menstomed above 
ch, \2—that thee ave the two points—(1) certain pleameres belong te taut 
natures, and \2) certain other fleasures are reitorative of ἐπηβαίγευ! mature — 
which are brought forwoard by rome to support the equally erroneous whew that? 
pleasure is not good, Both vicws—that which makes the bodily pleases tee 
moit desirable, and that which maintains that pleasure is net good—ignere he 
existence of pleasures which do not admit of excess and ave axsiciated wii 
no pains These plearwres are related, mot to things " pleasant per acciciesk — 
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westeratives which sit up recuperative activily in the sound part of ax impaired 
organ or slate—but to things *really, or maturally, pleasant’— things which 
ΤῊΣ fr he Ponce of a ‘unimpaired organ er nature. 

At is Because wan is « composite and corruptible being that the ' accitentat 
plearwrer'—the * pleasures of change'~play such ἃ lange fart iw this life; the 
Pore ature of God, inthe performance of its one unchanging function, enjoys 
‘eternally ome pore pleasure, 

61] Fritzsche and Grant point out that ‘Eudemus” here dis- 1164 6. 8. 
eusses a subject (‘untouched by Aristotle’-—Grant) which he had 
proposed to himself in his first book—vie, FR. i δ. 1216 a. 30 
τούτων δ' ἡ μὲν πορὶ τὰ σάματα καὶ τὸς ἀπολαύσεις ἡδονῇ, καὶ τίν καὶ ποία τιν 
γίνετοι, καὶ διὰ τίνων, ale ἄδηλον. ὥστ᾽ ob τίνες εἰσὶ δεῖ ζητεῖν αὐτάν, ἀλλ᾽ 
εἰ συντεϊνουσί τε πρὸς εὐδαιμονίαν ἢ μὴ καὶ πῶς συντείνονσι᾽ καὶ πότερον a 
Bai πρυσάγειν τῷ ζῆν καλὰς ἡδονάς, ταύτος {{|6. τὰς σωματικάς) δεῖ προσάπ-- 
ταῖν, ἢ τούτων μὲν ἄλλον τινὰ τρόπον ἀνάγκη κοινωνεῖν ἕρεραι δ' εἰσὶν ἡδονοὶ ‘ 
δὲ de εὐλύγωε οἴονται τὸν εὐδαίμονα ζῆν ἡδέως καὶ μὴ μόνον ἀλύπων᾽ ἀλλὰ 
περὶ μὲν τούτων ὕστερον ἐπισκεπτέον. 


§ 2. διὰ τί οὖν κιτλ.] Aspasius, the Paraph., and the Ald. Schol. a. 10. 
seem to connect this question more closely with ἐπισκεπτέον a, $ than 
Bekker, Sus. and Byw., with their full stop after ἀκύλαστον a. το, do. 
*Those who say that bodily pleasures are not good, must be 
prepared to meet the question—why then are the contrary pains 
had? Surely dad involves good as its contrary.’ Aspasius has— 
γεῖς δὴ ταῦτα λέγουσιν ἐπισκεπτέον, διὰ τί al ἐνειντίαι λύποι μοχϑηραΐ; the 
Paraph, has—dmopyoee δ᾽ ἄν τις, εἴ τινὲς ἡδοναὶ ἀγαϑαὶ εἶσι καὶ alperai, 
rude δὲ φαῦλαι, ὥσπερ al σωματικοὶ περὶ ἄς ὅ ἀκόλαστος, διὰ τί πᾶσα λύπῃ 
μοχϑηρὰ ἐστι καὶ φευκτή᾽ δεῖ γὰρ τὴν μὲν ἐναντίαν ταῖς ἀγαθαῖς ἡδονοῖν 
λύπην πονηρὰν εἶναι, τὴν δὲ τοῖς φαύλαις ἐναντίαν ὀγαθὴν; κακῷ γὰρ damm 
thew ἀγαϑόν᾽ al δὲ καὶ αὔτη ἡ λύπη πονηρά, δόξειεν ἂν τὰς σωματικὼν ἡδονὰς 
ἀγοδὸν εἶναι, Similarly the Ald, Schol—widw ἑπαπορεῖ ros. « ἐὸν, 
αἴ σωματικαὶ ἠδονοὶ ὦσι κανοΐ, λείπεται ἄρα τὸ ἐναντίον ἥτοι rhe λύπαν 
ἀγαθὸν εἴναι" λύσις ὅτι al σωματικαὶ Hovnd οὐκ εἰσὶ κακαί, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ κυρίως, 
ἀγοϑαΐ, ἀλλ᾽ οὕτως εἰσὶν ἀγαθαὶ ὧν μὴ waxed καὶ ὧν ἀνογκαῖαι, καὶ ὅτε ἐν 
χαύσων boty =. . éripa λύσις frie καὶ κρείττων; ἢ εἰσὶν αἱ σωματι- 
καὶ ἡδονοὶ dyadol μέχρι τινός. Grant understands roie λέγουσι a. 9 to 
be ‘that section of the Platonists referred to above ch. τα, § 3 τοῖς 
δ᾽ ἔνιαι piv εἶναι͵ αἱ δὲ πολλοὶ φαῦλαι, Ramsauer follows Grant: 1 
agree with Grant and Ramsauer against Zell and (apparently) 
Fritziche, who understand ἡμῖν with τοῖρ λέγουσιν, ‘The writer 
having discussed the καλαὶ ἡδοναί of the «ὐδαίμων goes on as he (ὃ) 


μω 


ἘΠῚ 


1154 4,10, 


a 12, 


4,13, 


254 BOOK Vil: CHAP. 14: § 4. 


promised (2. 2.1. δ. 1216 a. 30) toexamine the owpervend (oval = and 
he recommends those who say roundly that they are bad to conid@! 
their nature a little more carefully, If they are bad, as ΓΖ 
then bow gre the contrary pains also bad? ΤῊΣ truth ts that it ΖΞ 
only in excess that the bodily pleasures are bad. 


αἱ ἀναγκαῖαι) eo wwqunrvmnl: “ἡ τῇ 4/0) ΤΣ ΡΣ 
ἀναγεαῖαι δέ εἰσι τὰ σύμμετρα ποτὰ καὶ σιτία. 

Of the two suggestions introduced by f(a τι and a. 43), the ae 

gives the writer's opinion. ‘The bodily pleasures are not merely, 
negatively good—*good in the sense in which the sbsence of ex == 
is good’; but positively good up fo a certain potnt, beyond which, =< 
however, they become bad. 


τῶν μὲν γὰρ ἕξεων καὶ κινήσεων] οἷον τῆς ὅξεως τῆς θεωρητεεῆς ὕπνρ- — 
βολὴ οὐκ ἔστιν (Ald, Schol.); and the same me be said of any dperf, στῶν, 
as such; its notion involves definite form, and excludes excess or =e" 
the negation of form. Cf E.N. li. 6, 26 σωφροσύνης ταὶ ἀνδρείαν obe ταασῶς 
ἔστιν ὑπερβολὴ καὶ ἔλλειψιν dud τὸ τὸ μέσον εἶναί wos ἄκρον,  . Des ews 
γὰρ οὔϑ' ὑπερβολῆς wai ἐλλείψεως μεσότης ἔστιν, οὔτε μεσύτητου ὑπερβιλὴ mh 
καὶ ἔλλειψις, 


ἐναντίως δ᾽... διώκοντι τὴν ὑπερβολήν] * But with pain the ςανε Ξεαν ας, 
is roversed ; οἱ merely the excess of pain, but pain ar 
be avoided; for the opposite of excessive pleasure is not pain al 
except to the man who pursues the excess’ (Peters), Similarly 
Stahr—* Entgegengesetzt ist es mit dem Schmerz, denn hier fiche =u 
der Mensch nicht das Ucbermass, sondern den Schmerz Gherbaupt == Ἔν 
der Schmerz ist niimlich nicht das dem Uebermasse 
gesetzte, ausser fur den, der dem Uebermasse nachtrachtet,” 

Grant, after translating to the same effect, adds—* This =) 
ment gocs to prove that bodily pleasure is, in itself, good 
when in excess is it evil, On the other band, all pain 
Pleasure and pain, then, are opposite terms, the one being ee 
and the other evil. ‘To make the doctrine of Speusippus (ch, 13— 
δ τὴ hold good, it would be necessary to make pain and the excess 
of pleasure opposite terms. But they are not s0, except perhaps: 
in the mind of the intemperate man, who thinks that the only 
alternative is between excessive pleasure and a painful 
Fritzsche has— Contra se res habet in dolore: nam hujes πα 
fugimus quod nimium est: sed hunc fugimus im wniversum 


BRE. 
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Teaque contraria sunt dolor, qua dolor est, et voluptas, qua voluptas 1164 a 18, 
est, non qua nimia cst.’ 

According to these interpretations (which agree substantially 
with those of the Ald. Schol., Zell, and Michelet), rw understood 
is the subject of φεύγει a. 19. 1 think that ὁ φαῦλον a. 16 (=6 ἀκό- 
Aacros) is the subject: sce note on vii. 4.3. 1148 a. 7. This is the 
view of the Paraphrast, whose comment scems to me very good— 
Ὅσαι τοίνυν ὑπερβάλλουσι τὸ δέον φαῦλαί εἰσι, καὶ κατὰ ταῦτας ὁ ἀκύλαστόε 
ἐστι, eal ὁ ἀκρατῆ κατὰ ris δὲ ἐναντίας λύπας ἀκόλαστος οὗ περὶ τὰς ὑπερ: 
Bodvede ἐστιν, ἀλλὰ rhe μὲν ὑπερβαλλούσας ἡδονὰς διώκει, τὰς δὲ μικρὰς 
λύπος φεύγει: ὥστε φανερὸν ὅτι τοῖς ὑπερβαλλούσαιν ἡδοναῖς αἱ ἐν τῷ 
ἀκολάσεῳ ἀντικείμεναι λῦπωι οὔχ ὑπερβολικοιί εἶσιν, ἀλλὰ μέγριαι, καὶ de 
οὐδεὶς ἂν φύγοι τῶν σπουδαίων, ὅτε οὐδὲ λῦποι εἰσίν᾽ ἀλλὰ τῷ διώκοντι τὴν 
ἐπερβολὴν τῶν ἡδονῶν ἀλγεινὸν δοκεῖ τὸ μετρίων καὶ κατὰ λόγον αὐταῖε 
χρήσοσθοι. The φοῦλος is assumed to err both in his pursuit of 
pleasure and in his avoidance of pain. The unnatural contrary 
which he sets up to excessive pleasure—the pain which those who 
pursue moderate pleasures do not feel at all—helps us to appreciate 
the moral difference—ignored by οἱ λέγοντες μὴ εἶναι ἀγαϑὰρ τὰν 
σοματγικὰς ἡδονάε---Ὀςίνεοςπ the excessive and the moderate pursuit 
‘of bodily pleasures. 


$3, “Ewe... αἱρετώτεραι] The apodosis of this sentence begins a. 88. 
with Gore a. 25. 


‘rod ψεύδους) The view that the bodily pleasures are better than a. 23. 
those of the ἐνέργειαι κατ᾽ ἀρετήν, That the latter are better than 
the bodily pleasures is rdAnéée which the writer seeks to corroborate 
by pointing out how τὸ ψεῦδος came to be believed—aia τέ φαίνονται. 
al σωμοτεκοὶ ἡδοναὶ οἱρετώτεραι. * This section,’ as Grant says, ‘no 
longer deals with the opinion of the Platonists [Rameauer erro- 
‘neously supposes that it does] that bodily pleasure is an evil, but 
takes up another question already partly anticipated ch. 13, ὁ 6: 
namely, How is the vulgar error to be accounted for, which gives 
so much prominence to physical pleasure in the scale of pleasures?” 
—he this § returns to the «Ajpace τὴν τοῦ ὀνόματον «ληρονομίαν al 
σωματικαὶ ἡδοναί «rd. of 13. § ὁ. 

$4. διὰ τὸ παρὰ τὸ ἐναντίον φαίνεσθαι "6. alperds, suggested by ® 30. 
διώκονται. ‘ They seem good by contrast.’ 


καὶ οὐ σπουδαῖον... οὖν σπουδαῖαι] ‘These words, suspected by κα. SL 


bai 


1154 6.31. Zell, are bracketed by Rameauer, as interrupting the flow of {85 πῦρ 

argument; Ramsauer says—‘et quae ante ista praccedunt, εἰ que == auac 
Insequuntur, co spectant ut intellegatur διὰ τέ διώκονται al ow parece meal : 
haec vero ipsa fere in contrariam sententiam disputata sunt ὅτε τα τῶν 
σωματικῶν ἕνεκα ἡ ἡδονὴ ὅλως paddy εἶναι δοκεῖ, Nec dubiio equide—» lem 
quin ¢ medio tollenda sint.’ Grant observes—' ‘This paragraph 
reverts parenthetically to the opinion of the Platonists’ T a= am 
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inclined to take the paragraph as the writer's parenthesis 
by the mention of ἑατρεῖαι immediately preceding. ὥσπερ, 


a. 32 refers to ch. 15, § 1, and the dio ταῦτα ἃ, 31 are (1) ὅτε σέ, Sys 


φαύλης «rd. ἃ, 32, and (2) at δ' ἰατρεῖοι ἐνδεοῦς a. 34. 


τ, 
I think, docs injustice to the writer of the paragraph, when ate 
accuses him of saying, first, that there are few reasons, and that hey 


enumerating ‘Aree, viz, (3) at δὲ ovpBulrovas τελεουμένων b, τ. ἬΕΙ ΤᾺ, 
words al δὲ συμβοίνουσε τελεουμένων merely expand what ix said EY oy 
the Jurpeim in the sentence immediately preceding, and do 
introduce a third class of pleasures: see Coracs ad for. a= y 
Ἰατρείαις ὅμοιαι τῶν ἡδονῶν οὐδ᾽ αὗται σπουδαῖαι δοκοῦσιν εἶναι δότε tap 
ἐνδεοῦς εἰσὶν ἀναπληρώσεις αἱ γὰρ τοιαῦται πληρώσεις συμβιαίνεναμον 

τοῖν τελειουμένοιν, τουτέστι τοῖς ἀπὸ τῆς ἐνδείας εἰς τὴν πλήρωσιν προϊοῦνν, 

«αὶ οὐ τοῖα τετελειωμένοιε", 

Admining, then, that the paragraph is parenthetical and very 
loosely attacked to the context, I think the connexion of the writer's 
thought may be satisfactorily traced as follows—' Bodily pleasures, 
though inferior, are sought after more than other pleasures Why? 
Because they are good remedies of pain by reason of their exees- 
sive character, And, in passing, it is interesting to observe, that 
the very qualities which recommend them to the wulgar—their 
excessive character (in the φαύλη φύσιν), and their suitableness as 
remedies, are seized upon by certain theorists, mentioned befare, 
to establish the sweeping generalisation that Pleasure ἐξ not good.’ 


ai 8 ἰατρεῖαι [ὅτι] ἐνδεοῦς} Bywater’s omission of ὅτε removes 
a great difficulty; but how ὅτι got into the MSS. (and 1 do πος 
think that we can be sure that it was not in the MS. used by 
Aspasius) still remains α difficulty. 


ἔχειν] to be in a natural state (fs). 


ὁ Bywater (Contrié, p. 58), taking this view of the position of αἱ δὲ exe 
βαίνουσι, suggests δή for δέ, 
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- /] Of vii. 12. 3 καὶ τέλοε οὐ πασῶν ἕτερόν τι, ἀλλὰ τῶν «le 1154 b, 1. 
τὴν τελέωσιν ἀγομένων τῆς Φύσεως, 


ὃ δ. ἔτι] The argument, broken by the parenthesis καὶ οὗ σπου- b.2. 
Belov a. 31... Ὁ, 2 σπουδαῖαι, is now resumed. 

δίψος) Zell, Coraes, Michelet, and Grant take this meta-».3. 
phorically, of artificially produced desires generally, ἐπισκενασταὶ 
ἐπιθυμίαν as they are called by the Paraph. Fritzsche follows the 
Ald. Schol. in taking the word literally—AovAdpevor πίνειν B¢ ὅλης τῇν 
ἡμέρας ἐσδίουσιν ἀλμυρά τινα ἵνα διψιότεροι οὕτω γίνωνται. So also 
Aspasius. I am inclined to think that it ought to be taken 
Kiterally, a8 a special example (introduced by γοῦν) of the length 
δυνάμενοι Drag χαίρειν will go in the pursuit of excessive 
pleasures. Perhaps, however, τινάν is against the literal inter- 
pretation, 


-- 
3. 


ἀβλαβεῖς] Not δίψαν παρασκευάζωσι, but ἡδονὰς παρασκευάζωσι. ba 

οὔτε γάρ κτλ] This clause explains φαῦλον : 80, Aspasius, bo 

τό τε μηδέτερον... φασίν] The mere absence of pleasure is Ὁ. 6. 
painful to many men by reason of their temperament (διὰ τὴν φύσιν: 
the reference {s chiefly to the μελαγχολικοὶ τὴν φύσιν about to be 
Tentioned): for ‘physiology’ teaches us that Life is a continual 
struggle, to the pain of which we become accustomed: some of us, 
however, so imperfectly that when the pleasure, which generally 
aids ‘custom’ in deadening pain, is absent, we feel this absence 
‘of pleasure (which to perfectly regulated or ‘accustomed * minds 
‘ought to be a neutral state) positively painful, #¢. we become 
‘aware again of the fundamental pain of Life, which has been kept 
‘beneath the level of consciousness by the aid which pleasure gives 
‘to imperfect ‘custom.’ Aspasins ascribes the aphorism ἀεὶ πυνεῖ τὸ 
(ger to Anaxagoras. 

8 6. & μὲν τῇ νεότητε.... ὥσπερ of οἰνωμένοι διάκεινται] Grant b. 9. 
‘appositely quotes Goethe's 

‘Trunken miissen wir alle sein; 
Jugend ist Trunkenheit ohne Wein, 

He refers to Probl. xxx. ch. x (A. 953) as the best commentary 
‘om the present passage. There ‘a frequent comparison is made 
between the effects of wine, youth, and the melancholy (or bilious) 
temperament, in producing desire. .,, The principle of οὔξησεν in 

You. αν, 5 


"-. 
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1184 b. 8. youth is represented as producing the same results as the humours 
(χυμὸν ὅ μελαγχολικόν τ τῆς μελαίνην χολῆε κρῶσιεν in the billows 
temperament.” 

‘The account which the Ald. Schol. gives of the operation of the 
μέλαινα χολὴ in arousing desire is aa follows: of δὲ μελαγχολικοὶ mek 
τὴν φύσιν. ἔχουσι τὴν χολὴν θερμοτάτην οὖσαν, συντόμως καταναλία- 
κουσαν τὰ ἐν τῇ γαστρὶ βρώματα, καὶ ἵνα μὴ τὴς γαστρὸς κενωδείσηξ, 
διωκούσῃ πάντα ἐντόσθια ἡ χολὴ ἡ μέλαινα διὰ τὸ μὴ ἔχειν ὅτεράν τὰ weer 
αλίσκειν, διὰ τοῦτο δεῖται ἀεὶ ὁ μελαγχολικὸς ἐατρεύειν Gree ἀναπληροῦν. 
βρωμάτων τὴν γαστέρα αὑτοῦ, On the μελαγχολικοί see note on vile — 
7. 8, Ὁ, 25, 


ΠΡ 


Ὁ.14. ἥ τὶ ἑνοντία καὶ ἡ τυχοῦσα] Aspasius (156, χό Heylbut) has the =a 
following comment—eal τὸν ᾿Αναξαγόραν αἰτιᾶται Θεύφραστου ἐν Ἤδν- ταν 
κοῖς λέγων ὅτι ἐξελαύνει ἡδονὴ λύπην ἢ γε ἐναντία, οἷον ἡ ἀπὸ τοῦ πένειν τήνε ὕδωνν 
ἀτὸ τοῦ διψῆν, καὶ ἡ τυχοῦσα, τουτέστιν ἥτε, οὖν dy εἴη ἐσχυρά, Sure 
ἐνίοτε πεῖναν ἐξελαύνει καὶ ἀκοῆς ἡδονῇ, ὅταν ᾧσμασιν ἢ ἄλλωι nein =i 


ἀκούσμασι διαφερόντως χαίρωμεν. 


5.15. ἀκόλαστοι καὶ φαῦλοι γίνονται] It is natural to suppose that ox αἱ 


μελαγχολικοί are specially intended : but it is possible, with 


(μαὶ διὰ ταῦτα ἀκόλαστοι γίνονται ἄνθρωποι), LO understand the remark καὶ 


generally. 
B18, § 7. τῶν φύσει ἡδέων] See note on i. 8. τα, 


19. ἡδὺ δοκεῖ εἶναι] se. τὸ ἰατρεύεσθαι τ ‘the restoration itself seeme sas 


pleasant’ (Peters). 


».20, φύσει δ' ἡδέα, ἃ ποιεῖ πρᾶξιν τῆς τοιᾶσδε φύσεως] Those thing=—=¥ 
which effect ἀναπλήρωσιν, or τὸ ἰατρεύεσθαι, are pleasant itn 
fe, relatively to the nature which is being restored: this nature mua 
have a sound part left in it (τοῦ ὑπομένοντος (ryote: oft ὑπολοίποναν 
vii, 12, 2), otherwise it could not be restored at all, But thone 
things which stimulate the functions of a completely sound nature 
(rie τοιᾶσδε φύσεωκ) are in themselves pleasant—as the Paraph 
PULs it φύσει δὲ ἡδέα οὐ τὰ ἀνοπληροῖντα τὴν ἔνδειαν τῆς φέσεως, ἀλλὰ ch 
ποιοῦντα πρᾶξιν οὐτῆν' οἷά ἐστι τὸ θεωρητά" τελοιοῦσε γὰρ τῆς ψνχῆε τὴν 
δέργειον. Ramsaner gives the correct meaning of wie retdole 
dioeas— quae talis est qualis est, nee corrupta nec egens’ Peters 
has an instructive note here, which I take the liberty of 
‘Tam sick and take medicine, hungry and take food (which seems 
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to lhe here included under medicine); but neither the drag nor the 1154», 20, 


food can of themselves cure me and restore the balance of my 
gystem—they must be assimilated (for the body is not like a jar 
that can be filled merely by pouring water from another jar), i.e 
part of my system must remain {n its normal state and operate in 
its normal manner, But this operation, this ἐνέργεια τῆς κατὰ φύσιν. 
ἕξεωε, is pleasure (by the definition given above τ, 3), and in 
ignorance of the process we transfer the pleasure to the medicine 
and call it pleasant. The weakness of this account is that it 
overlooks the fact that, though the medicine cannot itself cure 
without the operation of τῆν κατὰ φύσιν éfrwe, yet on the other hand 
this @&s, this faculty, cannot operate in this manner without this 
stimulus ; so that there seems to be no reason why the medicine, 
‘as setting up an ἐνέργεια rie card φύσιν deus, should not itself be 
called φύσει ἡδύ, But the whole passage rests on the assumption 
that there can be activity without stimulus, #.4 without want—an 
‘assumption which hay become inconceivable to us.’ 

It is perhaps true that, on the whole, Aristotelianism takes too 
Tittle account of stimulus, where the higher functions are concerned : 
but Tthink that the present passage, with its φύσει ἡδέα, ἃ ποιεῖ 
πρᾶξιν vax τοιῶσδε φύσεως, cannot be said to ignore it, Τὰ φύσει 
fie constitute the environment with which the healthy organism 
corresponds; τὰ κατὰ ovpSeByede ὅδέα, or τὰ ἱατρούοντα, are the 
circumstances in which an impaired, but not ruined organism, 
Tecovers its health. 


ξ 8. μὴ ἁπλῆν] τὸ σύνθετον of Z, Nx. 7.8, In man’s composite Ὁ. al. 


nature the principle of Form asserts itself with difficulty against 
‘Matter. Νόησις, the purest expression of this principle, cannot be 
Tong kept up, for it is coon checked, and the pleasure attending it 
destroyed, by the resistance of the material part of his nature, 
Before νόησις can be resumed, and its attendant pleasure experi 
‘enced again, the material resistance must have had time to subside 
—matter must have its own way, for a while, and be allowed its 
own pleasure. Thus the life of the individual man is broken up 
into short periods of νόησιν, properly so called, alternating with 
times during which the material vehicle asserts itself on its own 
account: and this experience of the individual is paralleled, on 
‘a great ecale, in the life of the race, the specific form of which is 
‘ot realised in one immortal individual, but asserts |tself, more or 
32 


ω-.. 
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64, δι, less perfectly, for a short time in the adults of one generation, is 
eclipsed by their decay and death, regains force in their young 
descendants, and again asserts itself, more or less perfectly, in these 
when they reach adult age. But God is not thus discrete, like the 
higher moments of man, of the individuals of a species, He ts 
continuous—fw) καὶ αἰὼν συνεχὴς καὶ ἀΐδιος ὑπάρχει τῷ δεῷ (Mel. &. 
7.1072 b. 29). His nature is ἁπλῇ τ it [8 ἐνόργενα ἄνεν δυνάμεως: 
Form not confronted by Matter—Form im itself, always actually 
achieved, not again and again to be imposed, by fatiguing efforts, 
upon τὸ δεκτικόν, His ἡδονή therefore is ἀπλῇ, ‘Thus, the contrast sess 
between the immutability of God, as pure Form, and the ταῦτα. — ae 
bility of the individual man, as compounded of Form and Matter, —ae=1 
is the burden of the closing sentences of this treatise on Pleasure σαντο 
But we must remember that Aristotelianism does not really 2¢——=>> 
quiesce in this contrast. Man has—if I may venture to use thar 
expression—his eternal and immutable moments—the moments of<>+ol 
νόησις which he enjoys, when his Form—God’'s Form—asets= 27S 
itself victoriously in his Matter. These moments have immessur——==a- 
able worth and ἀἰρηῖιν - διαγωγὴ δέ ἐστεν οἷα τε ἢ ἀρίστη μιαρὸν χρόνεσαμομεωναν. 
ἡμῖν (Met. Δ. 7. 1072 b. 14): or, ἂς Alexander (Me. p. 671 et. ad 
Bonitz) says (in a passage which shows how easily Aristotle's “* 
theology lends itself to neo-Platonic doctrine) —6 ἡμόνερον νοῦν Savi — =e 
jet ὧν τὰ νοητά, ὅταν ἐκ τῆς ἄερας ἐπιστήμης καὶ τῆς ἄγαν «ἀζωῖχε doer 
γένηται τὰ νοητά, τότε ζῶμεν τὴν ἀρίστην ank μακοριωνάτην σοὶ πάσηαιεν σα 
ἡδονῆς ἐπέκεινα ζωήν, ἥτις λόγῳ μέν ἐστιν ἀνερμήνευτοι, γωώσαστωι δὲ i— 
τὸ μακάριον τουτὶ παθοῦσι πάθος. 


5.38. ὅταν δ' ἰσάζῃ... τὸ πραττόμενον ἰσάζῃ intransitive—And where 
the two elements are balanced, the result appears neither painfull 
nor pleasant” (Grant). The Paraph. (followed by Coraes, Michelet, 
and Fritzsche) is wrong in thinking that the * balance’ mentioned, 
is the ὁμόνοια of the virtuous character, in which reason rules, and 
sense cheerfully obeys. The actions of the virtuous character ars 
pleasant, not neutral. The writer is thinking rather of the effect 
which custom has in dulling the pleasure and pain of acts: see 
above § 5, Ὁ. 6, 

b.a7, ἀκινησίας} God, or ἐνέργεια ἄνευ δυνάμεωε, ἰς described as Galera 
in Met. A. 7. 1072 a. 25 ἔστε τε ὃ οὐ κινούμενον κινεῖ, ἀΐδιον καὶ obeia 
καὶ ἐνέργεια οὖσα... ἔστι τὶ κινοῦν αὐτὸ ἀκίνητον ὃν ἐνεργείᾳ ὄν. The 
First Cause of the motion of material things in space is not itself 


Ali touwe 
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motion, and is not itself a material thing in space: Mei A. 7, 1154.27. 
1073 2. 3 ἔστιν οὐσία ἀΐδιος καὶ ἀείνητος, «αἱ κεχωρισμένη τῶν αἰσθητῶν 
Ὁ νον μόγνθος οὐθὲν ἐνδέχεται ἔχειν ταύτην τὴν οὐσίαν, ἀλλ᾽ duephe καὶ 
ὁδιιίρετόε ἐστιν. Cf. Met. Τὶ 8, 1012 Ὁ, 28 ἀνάγκῃ τὸ ὃν μεταβάλλειν. 
(6. ε. ἀνόγκη ὃν τι εἶναι εἴ τε μεταβάλλει Bonite, p. 217) Ze τένος γὰρ ale re 
ἢ μεταβυλή. ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδὲ πάντα ἠρεμεῖ ἢ κινεῖταί wore, ἀεὶ δ᾽ οὐδέν" 
στε γάρ τι ὃ ἀεὶ εινεῖ τὰ κινούμενα, καὶ τὸ πρῶτον κινοῦν ὀκίνητον αὐτό, 

When we are told that the eternal energy of this immaterial 
Principle is Pleasure—idovi) ἡ ἐνέργεια τούτον (Met. A. 7. 1072 Ὁ, 16) 
—we must ask no questions. ‘The language is not that of science, 
but of poetry. As poetry we must accept also the words before 
‘us here (vii. 14. 8), notwithstanding that they begin with a ‘ where- 
fore "---διὸ ὁ θεὸς ἀεὶ μίαν καὶ ἁπλῆν χαίρεε ἡδονὴν Ὁ. 26, 

καὶ ἡδονὴ μᾶλλον ἐν ἠρεμίᾳ ἐστὶν ἢ ἐν κινήσει] because the 
purest ἡδονή is that of δεωρητικὴ ἐνέργειο, or νόησις, and the νοητόν 
(with which vow is identical) is a fixed intelligible system, as 
distinguished from the fluctuating crowd of sensible particulars, 
‘Thus in Am. Post. ii, 19. 100 2. ὁ τὸ καθύλον (the object of νόησιεν 
is said ἠρεμῆσαι ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ : and in de An. i. 3. 407 ἃ. 32 we read— 
ἢ νόησιε Tomer ἠρεμήσει τινὶ Kai ἐπιστάσει μᾶλλον ἣ κινήσει : of. also 
EN. x. 4. 88 1-4 where it is shown that ἡδονή is ὅλον τι, and 
therefore not a κίνησις, Equally irreconcilable with its being a 
κίνησις, or being ἐν κινήσει, is the doctrine of thie Book that it is 
ἀνεμπόδιστον ἐνέργεια, or perfect function ; for κίνησιε ix always in 
iiself imperfect: cf Phys. ili, 2, 201 Ὁ, 31 ἢ ve κίνησες ἐνέργειω, μὲν 
nis εἶνοι δοκεῖ, dredje dé, 

μεταβολὴ δὲ πάντων γλυκό] Eur, Orest, 234, who has μεταβολὴ v.96. 
πάντων γλυκύ, Bywater restores γλυκύ to the text here. The MSS. 
have γλυκύτατον. 


ἡ ϑεομένη] Rassow (Forsch. p. tox) argues that ἡ must be ν, 30. 
cither expunged or changed into ἡμῶν: δεομένη is the predicate— 
*As the bad man is changeable, so our nature, being neither simple 
nor good, needs change,’ If we retain ἡ, then πονηρά must be 
understood as predicate to the subject ἡ φύσιν ἡ δεομένῃ μεταβολῆεν 
and the clause οὗ γὰρ ἁπλῆ οὐδ᾽ ἐπιεικῆρ (= διὰ πονηρίαν τινά) is 
‘superfluous. 

6 91] Probably the work of an editor. bua, 


ie 
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BOOK VIII. 


Introductory Note. The space given to φιλία in the Ethics is a His 
very large, and doubtless indicates by its extent the importsnce of <=! 
the subject to Aristotle’s moral system*. It must be remembered, — Hd, 
however, that Aristotle's φιλία is a wider term than Friemdsi¢p, andi >and 
that, although the latter is discussed at considerable length, these=esesc 
two Books treat also of other subjects under the general head oif<>-of 
φιλία, 

‘The width of the field covered by the treatise may be οδιϊιπια!οξων τεσ 
from the range of the two questions propounded respecting Gimme ie 
‘These are (1) What is its Natural History? and (2) What may δος 
done with it in the interests of the Higher Life? As discussingeearng 
the first of these questions the treatise amounts to ‘an enquire Ziry 
concerning the Principles of Sociology’; as discussing the seconaaend 
question it is ‘an Essay in the Metaphyssic of Ethics.’ 

Examining the Natural History of φιλία, Aristotle finds that theme=mcre 
are various forms of it, all more or less obvious phases of these hat 
gregarious instinct, to which, rather than to a perception of daar the 
advantages of co-operation and division of labour, society owes i= «4 14) 
origin and its maintenance—see Pol. iii. 4. 1278.20 gies pam pit 
ἐστιν ὁ ἄνθρωποι ζῷον πολιτικόν, διὸ καὶ μηδὲν δεόμενοι τῆς rey ἀλλ ««Πήῶλω, 
βοηθϑείον οὐκ ἕλοντον ὀρέγονται τοῦ συζῆν" οὐ μὴν GAA καὶ τὸ accent 
συμφέρον συνάγει, καθ' ὅσων ἐπιβάλλει μέρος ἑεόστῳ τοῦ ζῆν καλῶς. 

‘The earliest form of the gregarious instinct in man, πα inwae tht 
lower animals, is that natural affection, or στοργή, which uniexealtet 
parents and offspring, and generally those closely related by blocesood, 


* 1 do not wish to commit myself to Grant's view (Ethier, voli. τι 1_ == 249) 
that ‘nothing Is more clear than that (the prewnt treatise on Friendship] w=" i ai 
written to form a part of Aristotle’s work on Ethics"; but 1 readily aes tame Bhat 
it might have been, so far as subject and treatment are concemed. At any =m tate, 
Wforiginally an independent \reatise among Aristotle's woralia, ἐξ πόσει hamemmead 9 
defunite position assigned to it immediately after the Books on the dsm=-rru, 
ἀκρασία, and ἡδονῇ, It rust be auumed, I take it, that the writer 6S Yio 
&, &, found it in this position, 
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Ἢ σνγγιντεὴ φιλία (vill, τ. 2) is the primitive φιλία, As the Family 
grows into the Village, and Villages are organised into the City, 
‘persons more and more distantly akin are thrown together, and 
find pleasure and advantage in association. The aggregates so 
produced not only crystallise, as wholes, into political forms 
(θασιλεῖα, δριστοκρατίν, τεμοκρατικῆ) which retain traces of the original 
family relationships, but the individuals composing the aggregates 
contract, as individuals, mutual relations in which either social 
pleasure or private advantage is the more prominent feature. 
Where social pleasure is the more prominent feature the mutual 
relation is called érapui) φιλία (viii, 5. 3); where private ade 
vantage, ἡ φιλία ἡὶ διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον, Aristotle’s method is thus to 
generalise the notion of φιλίο. Not only is there ἐγαιρικὴ φιλία, but 
there are also σνγγενικὴ φιλία, πολετικὴ φιλία (ix. 6, 2), and ἡ φιλία ἡ 
διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον (viii. 5. 1-4). ‘Two men become friends, or enter 
into ἃ business contract, not only or principally because they now 
‘agree, us individuals, to be friends, or to make this particular 
bargain, but essentially because they are members of a social order 
or community which was constituted and is held together by 
fellow-feeling—by ὁμόνοια or πολιτικὴ φιλία, Πολιτιεὴ φιλία in iis 
turn may be traced back to συγγεννκὴ φιλίω---αα natural affection 
binding together parents and offspring, and kinsmen generally ; 
while σνγγενικὴ φιλία itself touches the First Principle of Nature, 
being the consciousness of that endeavour after τὸ dei καὶ τὸ θεῖον, 
which Aristotle recognises as φυσικώτγατον in all creatures. Contract 
and the division of labour, effecting public and private advantage 
{σὺ χνήσιμον, τὸ συμφέρον), can operate only among persons who 
already occupy the status of members of an established community, 
and feel confidence in one another. The expression ἡ φιλία ἡ διὰ 
τὸ χρήσιμον marks Aristotle's recognition of the truth that the 
individual cannot secure his own private advantage except in so 
far as he is the φίλον of those with whom he deals. He cannot 
secure his own advantage in a state of ‘war of every man against 
‘every other.” Men are naturally ‘friendly’ to one another, and 
therefore secure advantages to themselves by fair dealing, not by 
plunder and murder. ‘The thought of the private advantage 
which he tmys reacts upon a man’s ‘friendly’ feelings, and gives 
these the colour described by Aristotle in his account of ἡ φιλία ὁ 

| διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον: yet, save in a society ultimately held together by 

| ‘ftiendly” feelings, private advantage could not be bought at all. 

| 
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CHAPTER 1. 


AnouMeNT. 


We must mext discuss Friendship, for it és a virtue, or énvolves virtue: 
mnesreaver, i is necetiary at a means to social life> without τῇ the rich could mot 
Preserve awd se their wesith, or the poveerful their influence: tt ἔν the refuge 
“2 poverty and misfortune s it guides the inexperience of youth, and smccours the 
mecatucis of old age : " Fave fogciher? are better than one ὧν thought and action. 
Siut when we say that * ft fs necessary as a means" to sociat tsfe, we ἄν nol tm 
Ply that itis a means arbitrarily or artifciaity selected:—st ts matural to maw: 
τὴ appears im the natural affection zvhich exitts between parent and offspring 
Che tower animals also exhibit this hind of « friendship") ; men of the same 
race are naturally friendiy—nay, men as men are naturally friendly to one 
sanother, as we see where strangers mect on a journey, Friendship, ἐπι short, ix 
the bend of society. The iawgiver thinks st more {mportant than Justice. If 
‘the citicens be merely just that ἐξ not enough 3 they must be swelhdispesed ἔν one 
ae: amd of ome mind, If they are this, they will be just to one another in 
serie. 

Srseet ie the necessity’ of Friendship. But it és mot only necessary as a 
mecams ἐν sorta! Life, 11 is also an end heantiful in ἐξιεῖ. 

Many wiews have brem frat forth about Ht. Some people say that it 
larity? ard guote' Birds of a feather: But others oppose this view with * Rival 
Potiers! Then, there are those who go deeper, explaining Friendshig in cow 
mexiens with sowe theory of ‘the mature of things.’ Thus Ewrigites speats of 
* Paarched corti in ἔσοε with rainy sky,? and Heraclitus tells us that * Strife is 
Aarent of ali": others again, as Empedocles, maintain that * Like seeks like, 
‘We shall met follow those whe thus carry the enguiry back to the ultimate 
‘mature of things,’ It is the nature of man” that we are concerned with— 
man's feelings and dispositions : ond the yucstions which we shall ask are these 
— αν alt men be friends, or can bad men not be friends?” and “Ir there only 
ue apertes af Friendship, or are there several species?" Thove τοῖσ maintain 
that there is omiy one species, because there are degrees of friendihip, are méittaken 
in their inference: im passing along a sores of qualitative distinctions, ive. of 
ipecies, we muy at the same inne be arvars of parallel quantitative differences. 


$§ 1-6.) These sections suggest the chief points in Aristotle’s 1156 a. 8. 


‘account of φιλία, Friendship is necessary to rich and poor, young 
‘and old, Without it life would be impossible ; and, even if possible, 
not worth living (§§ 1, 2). It subsists naturally between parents 
and children, among the lower animals, as among men (δ 3). It is 
the bond which holds society together, and, as such, is the basis of 
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1155 a. 8, Justice (§ 4). But not only is it thus necessary to the existence of 
human society (representing, as it does, the force which, originating 
in the family, caused the evolution of society), but it is also καλόν. 
(ἢ δ). ‘The higher life requires what may be called the Dialectic of 
Friendship, 

61. ἔστι γὰρ ἀρετή τις ἢ per’ ἀρετῆς} φιλία in the wide acceptation 
of the term is not itself an ἀρετή : it is that sense of being ἃ member 
of the body politic without which the individual could not have the 
various ἀρεταί included under the general designation of § ὅλη δικκιον, 
σύνη, But ἡ τελεία φιλία (viti, 3, 6), in which the communis seme 
is displayed in the most eminent way, may be described as ἀντῇ 
ww—and also as μετ᾽ ἀρετῆς, because it manifests itself in association 
with reeia ἀρετή. OF course the disposition described in iv. 6 ἴα not 
alluded to here. 


a14, ἢ 3. βοηθείας] So Sus. and Byw. instead of βοηδεῖ preferred by 
Bekker. The weight of MS. authority is in favour of Βοηθείαε, which 
is given by Kb, Lb, Ob, Cambr., NC, CCC, B', B"; bat the con- 
struction suffers. Perhaps we ought to read Son@d and make it 
depend on οἴονται, the subject of βοηθεῖν being role φίλου. 


2.15, σύν τε BM ἐρχομένω] 77. x. 224. 


A217. § 8. πρὸς τὸ γεγεννημένον τῷ γεννήσαντι καί] om. Kb, which, 
however, reads πρὸς τὸ γεννῆσαν τῷ γεννηθέντι. Ald. and CCC margin 
(band, 1 think, which wrote the text) agree with KY in giving τὸ 
γεννῆσαν τῷ γεννηθέντι (they omit πρός belore τὸ γεννῆσαν), bat read 
the words omitted by ΚΡ--(Ἕ(00 omits the first πρός in line 17). 
All other authorities, it would seem, omit the words (eat) πρὸς τὸ 
γεννῆσαν τῷ γεννηθέντι, Susemihl brackets them, 


0.96, § 4. καὶ φίλων μὲν ὄντων οὐδὲν δεῖ δικαιοσύνης, δίκαιοι δ᾽ ὄντες 
προσδέονται φιλίας, καὶ τῶν δικαίων τὸ μάλιστα φιλικὸν εἶναι δοκεῖ] 
When men are friends, no pressure is required to make them set 
justly towards cach other; they rather vie with each other in 
beneficence. Indeed, mere pressure could never succeed. in the 
long run, in making men act justly, Friendly feeling made men 

Ϊ invent the rules of justice at first, and must always be presemt if 
they are to be applied righdly; for to be applied rightly, just riles 
must be eyutlaély applied, and equity, which is the perfection τ 
) ps Justice {τῶν δικοίων τὸ μάλιστα), involver 
ὼ ΣΝ, and fellow-feeling (ΟἹ vi. τας 1 émauis τὸ ὄχειν περὶ tna βὰ πτῖττ, 
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Tt is better, with Zell, Coraes, Fritusche, Grant, and Peters, thus 
to understand τῶν δικαίων τὸ μάλιστα of τὸ ἐπινικές (of. EWN: v. το. 2 
ταὐτὸν dpa δίεωιον καὶ ἐπιεικέν, καὶ ἀμφοῖν σπονδοίοιν ὄντοιν κρεῖττον τὸ 
ἀπιδιαύς, and vi, 11. 2, quoted by Peters, τὰ γὰρ ὀπιοιεῆ κοινὰ τῶν 
ἀγαθῶν démdvrov ἐστὶν ἐν τῷ πρὸς ἄλλον), than, with Aspasius, Lambinus, 
and Gifanius, of τὸ πολιτικὸν δίκωιον. Aspasius writes—wodAt yap 
εἴδη τοῦ δικαῖου, καθάπερ ἔλέχθη ἐν τοῖς περὶ δικαιοσύνης, οἷον τὸ πολιτικῶν, 
καἰ τὸ marpude, καὶ τὸ δεσποτικόν' τούτων δὲ τὸ μάλιστα δίκαιόν ἐστι τὸ 
πολιτικόν, ὅπερ ὅμοιάν τί ἐστι τῷ φιλικῷ' κατ᾽ ἰσότητα γάρ ἔστι τῶν 
τοινιανῶν, Aristotle has, indeed, just used the words foue δὲ καὶ rhe 
πόλει» συνέχειν ἡ Φιλίο, but we are not therefore obliged to identify 
τῶν δικαίων τὸ μόλιστο with τὸ πολιτικὸν δίεαιον, Indeed, to do so 
would be τὸ make Aristotle merely repeat himself; whereas, if we 
understand him to refer to τὸ ἐπικεκύς, something is added to what 
has been said. He begins § 4 by pointing out generally that Justice 
In the State—thar system of νόμοι which we call τὸ πολιτικὸν δίκσιον--- 
was produced and is upheld by φιλία or ὁμόνοια: he ends it by 
‘intimating that the highest manifestation of this justice—the appli- 
cation of the general rule in its spirit and not in iis letter to the 
particular case—r) ἐπιεικές, involves a special degree of φιλίω, or 
fellow-feeling, elsewhere called ovyyopy—Z. NV. vi. 11. τ τὸν γὰρ 
Feuaie] μάλιστά φαμεν εἶνοι συγγνωμονικόν, καὶ ἐπιεικὲς τὸ ἔχειν πυρὶ ἔνια 
συγγνώμην. It is only the continued working in us of the σοηδιῖ- 
tutive principle of fellow-feeling which can preserve the habit of 
justice against our inclination to take too formal a view of the rights 
of others, and to make too much of our own rights; and he realises 
est the spirit of justice (τῶν δικαίων τὸ μάλιστα) who, from regard 
for others (φιλία or συγγνώμη), often declines to press his own strict 
Fights—Z, Vy. 10. 8 6 μὴ ὠκριβοδίκαιος ἐπὶ τὸ χεῖρον ἀλλ᾽ Aarewrends, 
κοΐπερ ἔχων τὸν νόμον βοηθόν, ἐπιεικῆν ἐστι. 


§ 5. οὗ μόνον δ' ἀναγκαῖόν ἐστιν ἀλλὰ καὶ καλόν] " This is τερεαῖ- 
ing in other words that friendship is ἀρετὴ mus’ (Grant), Fritzsche 
wad foc. quotes E. NV. iii. 7. 2 τὸ καλὸν τέλον τῆς ἀρετῆε. The clause 
robs γὰρ φιλοφίλους (I, LY, Ald., and CCC read φιλοφίλους, other 
authorities φίλυντ) ἐπαινοῦμεν adds a reason for regarding φιλία as 
an ἀρετή: of: E.N.i, 13. 19 τῶν ἕξεων δὲ τὰς ἐπαινετὰς ἀρετὰν λέγομεν. 
On the opposition between dvoyeniow (that which is materially 
necessary) and κυλόν (the beautiful result) see notes on viii, 12. 7 
and ix. 11. τὶ 


μ-- 


1156 a, 26, 
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ἐναντίων ἐφίεται, καὶ τὰ ὅμοια τῶν ὁμοίων, οὐκ ἔστιν οἰκεῖον τῆς παρούσης 1155 Ὁ. 2. 


σεέψεωι. ἐπισκεψώμεθα δὲ ὅσα μόνην ἔχεται vis ἀνθρωπίνην φύσοωε, 
The special meaning which φυσικώτερον has in the present passage 
is illustrated by the neighbouring ἀνώτερον : sce Jud. Arést, sv, ἄνω-- 
‘in serie notionum ἄνω dicuntur quae magis sunt universales,' 

‘There is no reference by name to Heraclitus or Empedocles 
in the passage Zys. 214,215, But of Sympos. 187 A rd ἕν γάρ 
φησι [Ἡράκλειτος διοφερόμενον αὐτὸ αὑτῷ ξυμφέρεσθαι, ὥσπερ ἁρμονίαν 
τόξου re καὶ λύραν. See Bywater, Heraclili' Eph, Relig. Fr. 4g and 
46, Perhaps the idea in τὸ ἀντίξουν συμφέρον is that of things 
tubbed against each other till they become smooth and fit well 
together, as, for example, the structures of organic beings modified 
in relation to one another in the course of the struggle for exist- 
ence—de τῶν διωφερόντων καλλίστην ἁρμονίαν (juncturam) rut πάντα 
κατ᾽ ἔριν ylnater—sec Origin of Species, ch. 4 ‘The structure of 
every organic being is related in the most essential, yet often 
hidden manner to that of all the other organic beings with which 
ft comes into competition for food or residence, or from which 
it has to escape, or on which it preys, This is obvious in the 
‘Structure of the teeth and talons of the tiger, and in that of the 
Jegs and claws of the parasite which clings to the hair of the 
tiger's body,’ Herodotus, however, uses τὸ ἀντίξουν, without any 
suggestion of its derivation from ξέω, to mean simply ‘ opposition.’ 
Heraclitus probably uses it in the same way. 

According to Empedocles φιλότης is the principle of unification 
and order, wis of disintegration (see Ritter and Preller, Avis. 
Phil. § 170)— 

eal ταῦτ᾽ ἀλλύσσοντα διομπερὲε οὐδαμὰ λήγει, 
ἄχλοτε μὲν φιλότητι συνερχόμεν᾽ εἴς iv ἅπαντα, 
ἄλλοτε δ' αὐ δχ᾽ ἕκαστα φορούμενα νείκεο; ἔχθει. 


His ‘like loves like’ principle is illustrated by an anecdote in 
ΧΕ. Ὁ. Vii, 1.1245 %. 14, repeated as follows in AL AZ. ii. 11. 1208 Ὁ, 
τε φοσὶν δὲ καὶ κυνόε more ἀεὶ xabevdovone ἐπὶ rie αὐτῆς κεραμίδος, 
ἐρωτηθέντα τὸν Ἐμπεδοκλέα, διὰ τί more ἡ κύων ἐπὶ τῆς οὐτῆς κεραμῖδυς 
παδεύδει, εἰπεῖν ὅτι ἔχει τι τῇ κεραμῖδι ὅμοιον ἡ κύων, doe διὰ τὸ ὅμωνον 
τὴν εὖνα φοιτῶσαν. 

‘The words quoted from Euripides belong to a fragment pre- 
served by Athenacus (xiii. 599), and Stobacus (τ). i, 9, τ. 208), 
Tr appears in Dindorl's Pociae Scenici as Fr. Βρο -- ἀδήλου δράματος, 
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ὁ εὐτὴ ἀρετὴ ἢ ἑτέρα, εἰ μὲν γὰρ δεῖ ἀμφοτέρους μετέχειν κολοκαγαθίον, 1155.13, 
διὰ τί τὸν μὲν ἄρχειν δέοι ἂν τὸν δὲ ἄρχεσθοι καθάπαξ; οὐδὲ γὼρ τῷ 
μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον οἷόν τε διαφέρειν τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἄρχεσθαι καὶ ἄρχειν εἴδει 
διαφέρει, τὸ δὲ μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον οὐδέν, The species of Friendship 
are like the various ἀρεταί, which are specifically distinct, and yet 
may be compared with one another in respect of the degree in 
which they conduce to the Noble Life: thus ἀνδρεία is more of 
ἃ virtue than εὐτραπελία, but it is not this more which differentiates 
them specifically: or, to take the Paraphrast's example—j γὸρ οὐσία 
καὶ τὸ συμβιβηκὸς ἕτερα ὄντα τῷ εἴδει, τὸ μᾶλλον καὶ τὸ ἧττον ἐπιδέχονται" 
οὐ γὰρ ὁμοίως εἰσὶν ὄντα. 


εἴρηται δ' ὑπὲρ αὑτῶν ἔμπροσθεν] The commentators refer us b.15. 
to Z. Ἀν, ἢ, 8, where the ὑπερβολή and ζλλειψιε opposed to ἃ viriue 
‘are presented as specifically distinet from it, although they are 
only the amplification or diminution of the mé@os which is held in 
moderation by the virtue: see Michelet a7 loc, Aspasius, not 
finding any passage in the Z. 2. exactly answering to the present 
teference, suggests—foue δὲ εἰρῆσθαι ἐν τοῖς ἐκπεπτωκόσι τῶν Necoua- 

But the view of Grant and Ramsauer (supported apparently 
by Sus) that the words εἴρηται... ἔμπροσθεν are spurious seems 
to be correct; for ὑπὲρ αὐτῶν must be equivalent to περὶ rod 

τὸ μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον καὶ τὰ ἕτερα τῷ εἴδει, while περὶ αὐτῶν 

in the next line (b. 17) refers to τὰ τῇε φιλίας εἴδη: and further, 

as Ramaauer points out, ὑπὲρ οὑτῶν = περὶ οὐτῶν is unusual in the 

Either: sec Eucken sider den Sprachgebrauch des Arist—die 

jones, p. 47—‘Im allgemeinen nun ist dies {ὑπὲρ = wept 

with gen.) bei Aristoteles nicht hitufig, in cinigen Schriften und zwar 

in der Ethik', Rhetorik und Topik findet es sich Gfter als in 

@en ander.” Tt is to be noted that in the Af Af and Riel. ad 

Alex. ὑπέρ = περί with gon. is almost universal; see Znd. Arist. 
and Eucken, 0.¢. p. 47. 


Ὁ ‘The six passages in which it does occur in the Ζ. ΔΊ (see note on ills 5. 2 
‘and add ἵν. 2. 4 to the passages there quoted) are, with the exception of the 
‘second, short connecting clauses which might have been inserted by an editor. 
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CHAPTER ΤΙ. 
ARGUMENT. 

But shiz question at ts whether there are several species of FricmbAip mage 
settled by reference bo the objects of Friendship—i.e. the things which φοιῶς #, 
New these are three—the soo, the pleasant, and the wseful—the first te Sing 
ends for the sake of which the third it chosen as means, The ged or least 
thus loved as an end by @ particular individual is what that particular ini 
vidual thinks good or ploavant for hineelf, What he thinks goed or fesseet 
for hineself may or may not be really geod or pleasarit—that i ansther question 
which docs mot here concer ws. 

The term Friendship’ is not applied to the affection which we way hee for 
ἃ Lifeless objects for a lifeless object exnnot return affection, anid τον da wit wih 
ts good for its σεν sabe, as we wish the good of ome friend fixe Ali we μεσ. 
Where, however, the Parton whore good we thus wish docs met reciprocals? 
feeling towards him ὦ well-wishing rather than Friendship : for Frienblig 
reciprocal well-twithing—or, more accurately, reciprocal well-awishing of whi 
the parties are aware: for A might wish well to B τῖσαι he Red meser ψϑιι 
and B might wish well 18 A, and yet each be tgp tlt etna 
the other. dn that case A and B would mot be frien, dat onercly ποῖ. 
withers, 


γι 8.17, ἢ 1. περὶ αὐτῶν} περὶ τῶν τῇν φιλίαφ εἰδῶν, 


v.18, φιλητόν] The author of Af Af. (il, rr. 1208 b. 37) distinguishes 
between τὸ φιλητόν which is τὸ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν and τὸ dAqréor whi 
is τὸ αὑτῷ ἀγαθόν, Similarly τὸ βουλητόν is τὸ ἁπλῶς, and τὸ Boe 
λητέον τὸ ἑκάστῳ ἀγαθόν. Cf. EN. iii. 4: 08 there the σπουδεῖνανν. 
wishes τὸ κατ᾽ ἀλήϑειαν ἀγυθόν, 30 in the treatise on φιλία, he Toves* 
that which is ἁπλῶς dya8é»>—human nature as a rational 

‘The ἀγαθόν and the ἡδύ are loved as ends while the χρόσιμανμ 
is only a means—as the Paraphrast says χρήσιμα φιλητά ἔστε ἃ πρᾶν 
τὸ δοκοῦντα ἡδέα καὶ ἀγαϑὰ φέρει. 


b.a1, 8.31 Three objects of love are distinguished in this sectom = 
(1) τόγαθόν, (2) τὸ ὃν αὐτῷ ὀγοθόν, (3) τὸ φαινόμενον αὐτῷ ἀγαβίων- 
See the Paraph. ad ἦρε. ὥστε ἁπλῶς μὲν φιλητὸν τὸ ἀγαθόν deve meet 
δὲ φιλητὸν τό τισιν ἀγαθόν" φαινόμενον δὲ φιλητὸν τὸ δοκνῶν τισὶν dyer 
εἶναι, The words ὁμοίων δὲ καὶ περὶ τὸ 980 imply that a similar 
threefold division obtains also where τὸ φιλητόν is τὸ GQ, Ramsaeer 
compares vii, 12. 1 οἵ μὲν ἁπλῶς φαῦλαι τινὴ δ᾽ οὗ ἄλλ᾽ αἰρπὰ 
rode... αἱ 8 οὐδ᾽ ἡδοναί, ἀλλὰ φαίνονται, 
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‘The φιλητόν is always something that is good or pleasant for 1185 Ὁ, 21 
ἃ man, or which he thinks good or pleasant. For the good man 
that is good and pleasant which is really 80, being absolutely 
suitable to human nature as a rational system. Such a man 
comprehends life as a system, and calls things good and pleasant 
only in virtue of their occupying their fit places in the great 
whole; the inferior man follows his φαντασία, which gives him 
partial and abstracted views. Things are good and pleasant 
for him because they satisfy a self which is isolated in its own 
sense and imagination. In the good man the matter of sense 
and imagination has received that form which is Reason, and 
there is no longer any discrepancy between τὸ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν and 
τὸ αὑτῷ ἀγαθόν, a8 φαντασία presents the latter. Φαντασία has 
‘become the vehicle of Reason, and no longer abstracts τὸ αὑτῷ 
ἀγαθόν, but presente it concretely as an aspect of τὸ ἁπλῶς ὠγαθόν--- 
sub specie acternitatis, The good man sees clearly that οὐκ ἔστι 
τὸ αἰτοῦ εὖ ἅνεν οἰκονομίας οὐδ' ἄνευ πολιτείαν (E. ΝΥ; vi. 8. 4), and 
that the προκτιεὺφ βίον iteelf is for the sake of the θεωρητικὸς βίον, 


ἑκάστῳ δὲ τὸ ἑκάστῳ Ff. ¢, ἑκάστῳ φιλητὸν τὸ ἑκάστῳ ἀγαθόν. Ὁ, 34. 


διοίσει δ' οὐδέν᾽ ἔσται γὰρ τὸ φιλητὸν φαινόμενον] This will make Ὁ. 39. 
πὸ difference to our position—it is not altered by the substitution 
Of τὸ φαινόμενον dyobdy φιλοῦσι for τὸ ἀγαθὸν φιλοῦσι: indecd τὸ 
dyotldy is always given as τὸ φαινόμενον ἀγαθόν, 
§ 8. τριῶν 8 ὄντων] T think that Spengel (Arist. Stud. EN. Ὁ. 51. 
“ν. 216), followed by Susemihl, is right in reading δή here, 
| δ. Δ] K omits δὲ, which is accordingly bracketed by Ramsauer. 
‘But the omission seems to be a mere blunder: cf. δι᾽ ἕν τι τῶν 
«ἰρημένων at the end of § 4. The δὲ 4 are the ἀγοθόν, ἡδύ, and 
χρήσιμον. 
ἐκείνῳ] Βγνν., ἐκείνων cod. : ἐκείνῳ is ‘the particular ἄψυχον that b. 29. 
10 interest the man’—Byw. (Contributions, p. 59), who 
refers to 7nd. Arist, 166% 6x for the consiruction—‘ dat. after, 
verbal substantive βούλησιν, 
οἴνῳ Fritzsche and Grant compare γὴν 212 D—ol2! ἄρα φίλιπ- 
᾿ποὶ εἶσιν, οὖς ἂν οἱ ἴασποι μὴ ἀντιφιλῶσιν, οὐδὲ φιλόρτυγες, οὐδ' αὖ 
γε καὶ φίλοινοι, n.d. The writer of the ALM. (il, τα. 
4208 ὃ, 27) denies the possibility of friendship between men and 
vor. 1. τ 


"ο.. 
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1188,29. gods—tors γάρ, doe οἴονται, φιλία εαὶ πρὸς ϑωὰν καὶ τὰ Spars, ὡς 


ὀρθῶς, τὴν γὰρ φιλίαν ἐνταῦθά φαμεν εἶναι ob ἐστι τὸ ἀντιφιδιῆεϑαν, 
ἡ δὲ πρὸς Soin φιλία οὔτε ἀντιφιλεῖσθαι δέχετοι, oF ὅλως τὸ φϑᾶα. 
ὄτοπον γὰρ ἂν εἴη εἴ τιε φαίη φιλεῖν τὸν Δία, 


Ὁ. 88, τοὺς δὲ βουλομένου; « . . λανθάνουσαν 1] If A wishes good τὸ 8 
for B's sake, but B does not reciprocate, A is said τὸ be *wel- 
. disposed’ to B—not to be B's ‘friend’; for the notion of *frienti” 
“+ i that of two persons reciprocally well-disposed towards cath 
4 other, This definition, however, is not complete—they must dat 
now that they are reciprocally well-disposed towards exch other 
According to §§ 3 and 4 φιλία requires (1) rb τὸν φελοῖντε sp 
φιλουμένῳ βούλεσθαι τἀγαθὰ ἐκείνου Feca—i.¢, ἢ ἐστὶν ὅσπερ ἐσεὶν ὁ 
φιλούμενον (ch. 3. § 2): (2) τὸ ἀντιφιλάσθωι τ (3) τὸ μὴ Nerden 


1500.5. ᾧ 4. δε ἕν τι τῶν εἰρημένων fe διὰ τὸ ἀγαθόν, ἢ τὸ GH ὃ τὸ χρῇ 


σιμὸν. This is added somewhat irrelevantly, for it i obvious dat 
in the friendships διὰ τὸ ἡδύ and διὰ τὸ χρήσεμυν the first 

Of friendship, viz, τὸ βούλεσϑωι τὠγαϑὰ ἐκείνου oxen, is not strillf 
satisfied: as he says in ch. 3. δ 2 of τε δὴ διὰ τὸ χρήσεμον. Δὲ 
τὸ αὐτοῖς ἀγαθὸν στέργονσι, καὶ οἱ δι᾽ ἡδονὴν διὰ τὸ αὑτοῖς ἡδύ, aah ody ἢ ὁ 
φιλούμενός ἐστιν, ἀλλ᾽ J χρήσιμον ἣ Pos. κατὰ συμβεβηκόε τε δὴ αἱ Gable 
αὗταί εἰσιν, These friendships for profit and pleasure, howeret, 
satisfy the first requirement after a certain fashion. A person yo 
is merely a means to profit or pleasure may, like money, come” 
be regarded after 2 certain fashion as an end. ‘This sqems tole 
what is meant by the statement made below in vid 3. 1 αἱ δ 
φιλοῦντες ἀλλήλους βούλονται τὠγαθὰ ἀλλήλοις ταύτῃ | φιλοῦν, We 
may perhaps suppose that the ‘friendship’ of the dog for his teuttt 
satisfies the first requirement of friendship in this way. 


CHAPTER HL 
Axcumenn, 


There being three objects of /riewdship, there will be three species of frie 
ship, cach inzolving reciprocal libing known to both parties, 

Frituds evish good ἐν each other im respect of that which is the growed of Mt 
Hrhendsdip—eirine, pleasure, or utility: ie. they with «ach ether eH 
wirtwows, ὧν Pleasant, or as usefwl as possible. ἦν the frat case only ὧν we let 


δ 
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sor friend for λοι he it ἐπ Bistcelf ; but sohere stility ἐν the growed of γέρον. 
‘hip, τοῦ ἔστε owr friend wot as as ἐνὶ in Wivvself, but as a means to eur own 
advantage ; similarly, where Neasure is the ground of friendship—we do not 
ἐστε a sensing coorpanion for himself, i.c. for what he is, but because he 
river ur pleasure, The friendrhips then which are based on pleasure and 
aaidity ere friendships per accidens: men are lowed, nat for being themselves 
what they are, but for happening to be pleasant or useful to other people. Such 
_friendshipy are easily dissotoed, depending as they do on acetdentsl relations = 
the friendship of utitity, which exists chiefly between elderly people, whe de mot 
| care t0 see muck of each other or take much pleastere im the society of eack other, 
δττηβέ io x for ax some advantage ἐν hoped formthe friendship for pleasure, 
aehica ἐν chisfly hetavem young people who live at feeling rather than az interait 
detater, and get the immediate plearure, which they want, ly close companion- 
ahip, or, it. may be, by falling in love ; therefore cannot see too mawih of each 
| echer, a9 dong ax close companionship is plesiant, bus when i c4ases 10 be 
fleasant, cease 19 be Jréends—sometimes as suddenly as they buame friends, 
tomeetinees by * growing out af t8viv friendship. 
Perfect Fricmiship ἐκ thet between man whe, being good, are of like cha- 
| πέσ. Im such friendibip A ταύταν the same good for Bas B wishes for A, 
| be. each wicker for the ocher that he may remain what he ts—a good mam, 
| Swek frienslehip is Ussting, for goodness is a lasting quality. Mortover, each of 
| the frtumce ἐν good in Ainuself, and good én relation to the other, Lo, useful. He 
ὦ ἐδ pleasant in himself, and (9 the other > for one's owen actions and these 
Bike one’s own atunys ive one pleasure ; and the actions of good mengrre the 
| ame or file. Tir in the similar goodness of the friends, upon which this 
τ ts based, are ἐατοῦνεά these similar pleasantness and their simtler 
᾿ each friend, being reaily good (mot goed in some temporary relation, 
ὧν αἴ really pleasant and really wssful—which means that he ἐν fleasant and 
sefal in the name way that the other is, Friendship tike this then ix resturedly 
Masting ; ine ἐν is rare, for yood wen are rare ; £t twkes them a long time te test 
‘exch other aud gain each other's confidence fit their characters together. + 
“People may ali at omce wisk to be friends ; but they do mot become friend: all at 
φατε. They must have time te now each other's characters, 


ξ΄. διαφέρει δὲ ταῦτα xr] ἡ ε. ἀγαθόν, ἡδύ, χρήσιμον. 1156 a. 6. 


τούτῃ Wj φιλοῦσιν] ‘in relation to that which is the ground of a 10, 
their friendship '—¢,g. those whose friendship is for profit do not 
love each other for * what they are” (Peters), but for what they hope 
to get out of each other, As Ramsauer notes, ἀγαθόν a. 12 = dpi 
λιμόν τι (χρήσιμον). 

οὗ καϑ' αὐτοὺς φιλοῦσιν] Grant has a good note—'\ Do not love δ. 13. 
“cach other for their very selves.” This phrase «af αὑτούς is rather 
‘a logical formula than an ordinary grammatical combination. It 
| seems to have arisen from caf αὐτό͵ “ the absolute.” ' Καϑ' αὑτούς is 
| opposed Lo κατὰ συμβεβηκός § 2. 


Ta 


1156 α.13. 


ale. 
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τῷ ποιούς τινας εἶναι] ‘for their quality simply.’ An dper} (4 
εὐτραπελία) is ἃ mors; see note on ii, 5, #, ὃ, 20, Having all the 
dperat—being good—is the ποιότης par excellence; see BNA 9 
8 (referred to by Fritzsche) ἦ πολιτικὴ πλείστην ἐπιμδλεναν mci 
τοῦ ποιοῦε twas καὶ ἀγαθοὺρ τοὺν πολίταν ποιῆσαι καὶ wpacretedy τὸν 
καλῶν. 


ξ 8. οὐχ if ὁ φιλούμενός ἐστιν] -- ἐστὶν ὅσπερ ἐστίν, two lines δῦσα: 
Fritzsche, omitting 6 with Kb, makes φιλούμενος a predicate like 
χρήσιμος and ἡδύς! but the omission in Kb is probably a mere 
blunder, Suscmihl, following Bonitz, inserts ὅσπερ ἐστίν after $aa> 
μενέρ ἔστιν, line 16. 1 think that it is unnecessary to do 0. 


κατὰ συμβεβηκός τε δή καὶ] Fritzsche (IV. vill, ix) has an 
important note here—' consociatae particulac re δῇ ad conclude 
dam rationem ita faciunt, ut cum barbara diclione and ali com 
parari possint . . . Nam utitur auctor particula δῇ ad rem ante 
exploratam aut necessario ex superioribus consequentem indica 
dam ,.. Jam vero ante banc particulam quam insuper ponaltt 
τῷ causa haec videtur esse, quod, pronunciata voce τό, senientitt 
novam, subjecta voce δή, conclusionem aliquam se additurmm 
superioribus declarat auctor.’ Zell says to the same effect Pat 
cula re pleonastice superaddita est, vel potius pariicula mere cop= 
lativa conclusivae conjuncta, quo arctius orationis membea colisée 
reant,’ Eucken (de Aréstotelis dicendl rationes pars prima: depat= 
ticularum usu, pp. 21, 22) opposes this view on the grounds thi 
the meaning wd also is expressed by καὶ δή, and that in almos a 
places in which τὲ 8 occurs the τέ is followed by another copulilit 
particle. In the present passage, Eucken reada δὲ with ἈΠ isaeal 
of δῇ afler εὐδιάλντοι a tg, and makes this δὲ answer per anactle 
thiam to τε ἃ. 17. He thinks that two conclusions are thus da 
from the fact that of re δὴ διὰ τὸ χρῆσιμαν φιλοῦντες διὰ εὖ αἰνῶς 
ἀγαθὸν στέργουσι, καὶ of δ' ἡδονὴν διὰ τὸ αὐτοῖν» ἡδύ, καὶ οὐχ ἢ ὁ φιλιεύμσί 
ἐστιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ χρήσιμον ἢ ἡδύρ---νῖξ, (1) card συμβεβηκὸν αἱ φῶξαι on 
daw, and (2) «ὐδιύλυτοι αἱ τοιαῦτοὶ slow—these two conclusions Beng 
coupled, per anacoluthiam, by re—8 In the paraliel passage 
adduced by Fritzacho, vize Phys, 186 a. 4, de Animal. gen. 729 6% 
and Pol, 1263 Ὁ, 7, the re before δῇ is, Eucken points out, taken & 


* So apparently Bywater, Contributiau, p. $9. 
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by καὶ in the next clause, Cascs of re followed, per anacoluthiam, 1156.5. 16. 


by δέ are not rare in the best writers (sce Eucken, 0. ¢. p. 17), and 
(Eucken’s suggestion that we should read δέ instead of δῇ after 
εἰδιάλυτοι ἃ. τῷ i8 strictly legitimate. But is it necessary? We 
have the authority of Eucken himself for the remarkable fact that 
while re,not followed by another copulative particle, is very rarely 
fused in Books i-vii of the Ζ΄ ΔΙ, it occurs in Books viii, ix, and x 
much more frequenily than in any other work of Aristotle, In 
EN iit does not eceur; nor in ii; it occurs once in iii?; twice 
im iv; notatall inv; once in vi; and once in vii, On the other 
hand, in vill it occurs eight times; in ix twelve times; and in x 
‘Sixteen times. In these three Books Eucken finds that the style 
approaches that of poetry, the subject not being evolved by means 
ΟΥ̓ intricate ratiocinations, but graphically presented to the mind’s 
eye. Hence the particles by which clauses are subordinated to one 
another are of rare occurrence, while those which siroply coordinate 
clauses are numerous. Thus ἐπεί, which is 80 common in the 
writings of Aristotle and in the seven earlier Books of the 2. Δ΄, is 
very rare in these three Books: sce Eucken, de Arisé. dic. rat. μι 
τῷ, and pp. 75, 76. Eucken’s inference from this and from other 
peculiarities is (p. 77)—'cum libri ita inter se discrepent, hoc 
‘yidetur elucere, non omnes codem tempore ab Aristotele scriptos, 
eed postea demum alios cum aliis conjunctos esse.’ 

‘May we not then regard the re of 1156 a. 17, notwithstanding the 
immediately following δή, as an instance of the re not followed by 
‘another copulative particle {τέ adjunctivum : see Jud. Arsti.) which 
‘Eucken finds characteristic of viii, ix,and x? I prefer so to regard 
it—to suppose that re here merely facilitates the transition to a 
clause which may be viewed either as a conclusion from what has 
‘gone before (hence δὴ), or as merely adding (hence re) an alterna- 
five phrase—rard συμβεβιηκός---ἴο express the notion already ex- 
pressed by the clause ody J 6 φιλούμενόε ἔστιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ χρήσιμον ἡ 


ξ. 8. πρὸς ἐκεῖνα] πρὸς τὸ χρήσιμον ἢ τὸ ἡδύ, 0.36, 
᾿ξ 4. πρεσβύταις] C/ Riel ii. 13. 1380 b. 37 καὶ πρὸς τὸ συμφέρον 
ὥῶσω, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ πρὸς τὸ caddy, μᾶλλον ἡ δεῖ διὰ τὸ φίλουτοι edward μὲν γὰρ 
συμφέρον αὐτῷ ἀγαθόν ἐστι, τὸ δὲ καλὸν ἁπλῶς, 

4 Here, 1112 a, 9, Bywater restores δὲ from ΚΡ, 


ω-. 


1186 », 20, 


a. 30, 


a. 81. 


ν. 8. 


υ. 


- 


278 BOOK VIII: CHAP, 8: ἐξ 4-6. 
τῆς τοιαύτης ὁμιλίας] the constant and pleasant intercourse τοῦ 


συζῆν, 


εἰς ταύτας δὲ καὶ τὴν ἐινικὴν τιθέασιν, ξενικὴ φιλία subsisting 
eg. between an Athenian and a Spartan, does not imply τὸ σνζῆν, 
and rests merelyon mutual convenience. Ramsauer, admitting the 
correctness of classing ξενικὴ φιλία under ἡ φιλία ἦ διὰ τὸ χρήσεμον, 
thinks these words out of place here, and brackets them. “The 
pronoun ταύτας, he urges, has nothing to which it can be gram- 
matically referred, and the clause is almost a transcript of viii. 12. 
1, 1164 by 15 ely ταύτας δὲ τάξειεν ἄν τις καὶ τὴν ξενικῆν. 1 think that 
ταύτας (viii, 3. 4) may easily be tiken to relate to the various 
utilitarian φιλίαι mentioned above—those of πρευβῦται, of ἐν ἀκμῇ, 
and νέοι. The writer of the Af Mf, ii, tt. 1a%1 a. τὰ looks at = 
fee) φιλία from a different point of view—BrSaordry δ᾽ ἂν δόξειν “αν 
εἶναι τῶν φιλιῶν ἡ ξενικῆ' ob γάρ ἐστιν οὐδὲν αὐτοῖε τέλος κοινὸν ὑπὲρ οὖ SED 
ὁμηνισβητοῦσιν, οἷον ἐν τοῖς πολίταις" διαμφισβητοῦντες γὰρ πρὸς ἀλλῆλουτ τανε 
κατὰ τὴν ὑπερυχὴν οὐ μένουσιν φίλοι ὄντεν. 


he 


8. δ.} Zell, Coraes, and Fritzsche quote Réeé ii. τα, 1389 ἃ. ee} 
οἱ piv οὖν νέοι τὰ ἤθη εἰσὶν ἐπιϑυμητικοί, καὶ οἷοι ποιεῖν ἃ ἂν ἐπιϑυμῆσωσι. mt 
φόνον καὶ μᾶλλον αἱροῦνται πράττειν τὰ Koda τῶν συμφερόντων" τῷ γὰρ ἤϑεων mee 
ζῶσι μᾶλλον ἢ τῷ λογισμῷ, ἔστι δὲ ὁ μὲν λογισμὸν τοῦ συμφέροντος ἢ ἔωσι 
ἀρετὴ τοῦ καλοῦ, καὶ φιλόφιλοι καὶ φιλοίκειοι καὶ φιλέταιροι μᾶλλον ream 
ἄλλων ἡλικιῶν διὰ τὸ χαίρειν τῷ συζῆν καὶ μήπω πρὸε τὸ συμφέρον eee” 
μηδέν, ὥστε μηδὲ τοὺς φίλους, 

διόπερ φιλοῦσι καὶ ταχέως παύονται] Rassow (Forsch. pp. 45, 34amm—4) 
suggests διόπερ τοχέως φιλοῦσι καὶ παύονται, comparing διὼ ταχέωε yam 
vovras φίλοι καὶ παύονται above 1156 a. 34. But there is a difflereec———e 
between φιλοῦσι ἀηὰ γίνονται Φίλοι which perhaps sufficiently accounme= οἷς 
for the different position of τυχέων. Bywater's nole on καὶ ταχέων, 
b. 3 is ‘fort, ταχέως καὶ 


τὴν φιλίαν] “their friendship’—is the reading of Kb, ΟΝ, Cambae 
CCC, BY, BY and seems preferable to Bekker's φιλίαν, the readicms 
of Lt, Mb, NC, Ald. 


$6. τελεία... bd. τὰ συμβεβηκός] “The friendship betwees 
those who are good and alike in excellence ἠδ perfect ; for in ἃ 
cach friend, being good in himself [#.e. not merely good for another, 
oF useful], wishes alike the good of the other gud good im himself: 
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and those who thus wish each the good of the other for the other's 1156 Ὁ. 7. 


sake are friends in the truest sense, cach being the friend of the 
‘other for what he is eesentially, not for what he is accidentally,” 
‘This friendship between those who are both good ἐπ themselves (eat 
αὑτοῦ) is here shown to be τελεία, because in it each friend loves the 
other for what that other is himself (δι abrois)—4. δ. loves him as 
‘Srepor αὐτὸς (ix. 9, 10)— treats Humanity in him as an end, not as 
@ means’ In line Ὁ, τὸ δὲ αὐτοὺς οὕγων ἔχουσι means dxdrepor φιλι- 
κῶς ἔχει mpde δεάτερον δὲ ἐεεῖνον---ἰ, δ. the expression δι΄ αὑτούρ marks 
the «wo friends regarded as each the final οὐγεκεί (hence διά) of the 
‘other's love, not regarded as subjects cach of whom has the feeling 
of love for the other—in that case we should have had καδ' abrove. 
At is to be observed that the Paraphrast reads δὲ αὐτούς, not δι᾽ αὐτούε = 
his comment is—ol δὲ Bovdépevor τὰ ἀγοθὰ rois φίλοις, οὐχ ἑαντῶν ἄνεκα, 
DAA τῶν φίλων, οὗτοί εἰσιν οἱ μάλιστα φίλοι" δι᾽ αὐτοὺς γὰρ τοὺς φίλους 
φιλοῦσι, κοὶ βούλονται αὐτοῖς τὰ dyads, καὶ οὐ δὲ ἄλλο καὶ κατὰ συμϑεϑηκός, 


ἡ δ' ἀρετὴ μόνιμον] ΟΥ̓ 2. N. i. 10. 10. ΓΤ 


οἱ γὰρ ἀγαθοὶ καὶ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθοὶ καὶ ἀλλήλοις ὠφέλιμοι] Here ν.18. 
ἀλλήλοις ὠφέλιμοι explains τῷ φίλῳ ἀγαθόν of the preceding clause. 
‘These words are quoted by Rassow (Forsch. p. 83) in support of 

his remark‘ die Erklarer des achten Buches sind off zu Inrthtimern 
verleltet durch das Wort ἀγαθόν, das bald im Sinne von καλός 
bald im Sine von χρήσιμος gebraucht wird!’ Cf. the use of 
ἀγοϑθάν τι in viii. 3. 2, 2=xphrmor OF ὠφέλιμον. 


mal γὰρ ἁπλῶς of ἀγαθοὶ ἡδεῖς καὶ ἀλλήλοις] οἱ ἁπλῶν ἠδεῖν are 5.15. 
those who, living the rational life, therefore give pleasure by their 
Society to others who live the same life. It is the fact that the 
rational life is one for all men who live it that makes οἱ ἅπλῶς ἡδεῖς 
also ἡδεῖς ἀλλῆλοιν. In the life of reason man derives from man 
true pleasare and true profit—pleasure which can never bring pain 
aflerwards—profit which never results in lows to oneself or to 
others. The common consciousness of a noble life lived together 
is pare pleasure; and to live this life together is the highest good. 
Accordingly in the life of Reason there is no conflict of pleasures 
‘or uuilities, bur all men necessarily agree. As Spinoza says (δή. 
ἦν, 35) ‘quia unus quisque ex suae naturae legibus id appetit quod 
bonum et id amovere conatur quod malum esse judicat; et quum 
Practerea id quod ex dictamine rationis bonum aut malum esse 
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1156 b.15. judicamus necessario bonum aut malum sit, ergo homines quatenns 
ex ductu rationis vivunt catenus tantum ea necessario agunt quac 
humanae naturae et consequenter unicuique horini necessario 
Dona sunt, hoc est quae cum natura uniuscujusque hominis cone 
veniunt. Atque adco homines ctiam inter se, quatenus cx ducts 
rationis vivunt, necessario sernper conveniunt. Nihil singulare in 
rerum natura datur quod homini sit utilias quam homo qui cx ex 
ductu rationis vivit. Nam id homini utilissimum est quod cunt === 
sua natura maxime convenit, hoc est homo. At homo ex legibus=—=—s 
suae naturac absolute agit quando ex ductu rationis vivit, εἴταν 
eatenus tantum cum natura alterius hominis necessario sempersacr 
convenit, Ergo bomin{ nihil inter res singulares utilius darorsar 
quam homo.” 

v.16. al οἰκεῖαι πράξεις καὶ at τοιαῦται] ‘his own actions and those thaw αὶ 
resemble them” 

αἱ αὐταὶ ἢ ὅμοιαι] This is the reading of Lb ΜῈ (KY has αὕναικαεταν 

ὅμοιαι) and geems preferable to τοιοῦται ἢ ὅμοιαι, the reading of Τ', ===, 

CCC, NC, Cambr,, Ald, Thus ai αὐταὶ corresponds τὸ ofetéemeeen 

(line b. 16), and ὅμοιαι to αἱ τοιαῦται, 

§ 1. ἡ τοιαύτη δὲ φιλία xd] Stahr (2, Δ. p, 280, nove 2) 
and Rassow (Forsch. p. 24) regard this section as merely a repe=smec 


tition of § 6, b. τα διομένει oly... Ὁ, 17 ἢ ὅμοιοι, Stabr according sy 
brackets the whole section; and Ramsauer brackets down to b. s==—=23 


ἁπλῶν ἐστίν. 
συνάπτει] intransitive—‘ meet together.’ ‘The editors refer me Ὁ 


Mlove 


Ὁ, 17. 


bok 
Vill. 4. 5 οὐ πάνυ δ᾽ αὕται συνάπτουσιν. Of also Cat. 6. 4 Ὁ. 36. 

b.20, καὶ καϑ' ὁμοιότητά τινα] ‘This is generally taken (eg. by πτ δ μα 

friendsh—iP 


Paraph,, Zell, Fritzsche, Williams, Peters) to mean that all fri 

‘implies some similarity between the friends!’ But Grant woul ald 
omit the comma after φιλοῦντε and take the phrase to mean 
a friendship which is for the sake of a relative good oF pleasum——™ 
4.4, relative τῷ φιλοῦντι, is a friendship only καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητα τῆς reheat 
φιλίαν-- 50 called because it resembles the perfect friendship. ἸΒΡΕΩ 
support of this rendering of xaé! ὁμοιόνητα he refers to vill. 4. 4 ey 
δὲ ris φιλίαν πλείω, καὶ πρώτωε μὲν καὶ κυρίως τὴν τῶν ἀγοθῶν καὶ ἀγοδέσανέ, 
τὸς δὲ λοιπὰς καϑ' ὁμοιότητα. He also refers to vill. 6. 7 δοκοῦνν a 
καὶ 80 ὁμοιότητα καὶ ἀνομοιότητα ταὐτοῦ εἶναί τε καὶ οὐκ eee φιλία come 
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Ὅμοιότητα γὰρ τῆν κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν φαίνονται φιλίαι ard and to vill. 4. τ λον 30. 


ἢ δὲ διὰ τὸ ἠδὺ ὁμοίωμα τούτηρ ἔχει. Grant's interpretation is sup- 
ported by Aspasius (167. 25 Heylbut); but Ihave no doubt that 
the ordinary interpretation is correct. In the ‘duplicate’ passage 
(§ 6) the ὀμοιότηε is the similarity of the friends, 


παύτῃ δὲ πάνθ᾽ ὑπάρχει τὰ εἰρημένα καθ᾽ αὐτούς} ‘but this (sc. v.21. 


perfect friendship) has all the specified characteristics (ετ. goodness, 
pleasantness, useliilness) as essential attributes of the parties.’ 


ταύτῃ γὰρ ὅμοια καὶ τὰ λοιπά] The difficulties which this clause b. 92. 


bas raised for the commentators are well set forth by Coraes In 
‘ranscribing his note, I insert explanations and the views of later 
editors within square brackets. οἱ μὲν ἐξηγήσοντο [Aspasius, 
Michelet, Grant, Williams] rairy τῇ φιλίᾳ τῶν σπουδαίων ὅμοια καὶ τὰ 
λωπὰ εἴδη τῶν φιλιῶν, ἢ αἱ λοιποὶ φιλίοι, Hf τε διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον καὶ ἡ διὰ 
πὸ ἡδύ οἱ δὲ μετοποιοῦντεε τὴν γροφὴν ele τὸ ὅμοιοι [the reading of ΚΡ, 
F, Cambr., known to Aspasius, accepted by Fritasche, Rassow 
Forsch, p. 24, and Suscmibl), ταύτῃ, κατὰ τὸ ἀγαθοὺς εἶνοι δηλαδή, of 
ἀγαθοὶ φίλοι ὅμοιοϊ εἶσι καὶ ἐν τοῖς λοιποῖς, τουτέστε καὶ ἡδεῖε ἀλλήλοιν κοὶ 
χρήσιμοι [Aspasius rendering the alternative reading ὅμοιοι, Lam- 
bins, and Fritzsche), Arr [#. ¢. the paraphrase of Argyropylus], 
λέγουσα huic enim similes sunt et ceterae, τοιαύτην τινὰ γραφὴν ἐμφαίνει, 
πούτῃ γὰρ ὅμοιαι καὶ al λοιπαί, τουτέστι, ταύτῃ τῇ φιλίᾳ ὅμοιαί εἰσε καὶ 
αἵ λοιπαὶ φιλίαι ὅπερ δηλοῖ καὶ ἡ ΠᾺΡ [the Paraphrast Heliodorus] 
‘eat caf! ὁμοιότητα ταύτης οἱ ἄλλαι φιλίαι ὀνομάζονται. εἰσὶ δ᾽ οἵ 
[Muretus] nat {πιθανώτερον ἴσως) περιωιρεῖν ὅλων τοῦ κειμένου ὡς ob 
γνησίας rir ἐξ λέγειν [the clause ταύτῃ... λοιπά Ὁ, 39 παρήνεσαν. 
Here then we have two aliernative interpretations, according as 
we read ὅμυια or ὅμοιοι : (1) reading Suna—' for the other kinds of 
friendship resemble this, the perfect kind’; (2) reading ὅμοιοι---" for 
being similar in respect of virtue, they are similar also in the other 
respects.’ As for the first interpretation—I think that it introduces 
‘an entirely irrelevant remark, obviously suggested by a misunder- 
standing of the preceding καὶ raf ὁμοιότητά τινα, and must be 
rejected. The rejection of this interpretation of ταύτῃ γὰρ ὅμοια καὶ 
τὰ λοιπά May seem to raise a presumption in favour of ὅμοιοι, for 
which the MS. authority is certainly strong; although, on the 
ether hand, there is a certain awkwardness in having to take ταύτῃ 
assur τὸ ἀγαϑυὺς εἶναι, whereas in the line above (Ὁ. 21) it is the 


ω 
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2286 v.33. pronoun for τῇ τελείῳ φιλίᾳ, But can ταύτῃ γὸρ ὅμοια καὶ τὰ λωκό, 


not be interpreted otherwise than as above? Zell suggests the 
following interpretation—' Potest aulem lectio vulgata alio modo 
sic quoque explicari: Huic bonorum virorum amicitiac sive in 
hac bonorum amicitia similia sunt, id est moram similimedo et 
reliqua, id est, reliqua quae ad firmam et veram amiciliam requ 
runtur, id est, absolute bonum οἱ absolute jucundum'’ Peters, 
apparently following Zell, translates—for here there is similarity 
and the rest, viz. what is good simply and pleasant simply.’ Surely 
ὅμοια cannot mean ‘similarity,’ as distinguished from τὰ λοιπά, "δε 
rest’: and [s ft not better to regard ἡδύ without the article as the 
predicate of a clause introduced by the ‘ré adjunctivum’ 2 
common in Books viii, ix, x?—see note on viii. 3. 2, and Eucken, 
de Arist, dic. rat. p. t4, where this case is quoted, 

Reading ὅμοια 1 venture to offer the following rendering—* every 
friendship is for good or pleasure (the good or pleasure being stich 
either in itself or in relation to the person who bas the friendly 
feeling), and implies some similarity between the parties; but true 
friendship possesses all the aforesaid characteristics im virwwe of the 
essential nature of the friends—I say aif, for in this friendship the other 
characteristics also (rai τὰ λοιπά, ¢.¢. the pleasantness and usefulness: 
of the friends to each other, a8 distinguished from their goodness) 
are similar (ὅμοια), the truly good being also truly pleasant.” “True 
friends have a similar, or indeed identical, pleasantness and usefal- 
ness, as well as goodness—cf. below ch. 4. § 1, b. 34 κατὰ πάντα 
ταὐτὰ γίνεται καὶ ὅμοια éxarépy πορ' ἑκατέρου, ὅπερ δεῖ τοῖς φίλοις ὑπάρ-. 
xew—the qualitics which the one friend really has the other truly 
loves, because they are similar to, or identical with, bis own real 
qualities reciprocally loved by his friend. ‘This means that these 
qualitics exist ἀπλῶρ, or that friends between whom this perfect 
ὁμοιότης subsists are ἠδεῖς καθ᾽ atrois, ἄς, Where all qualities are 
not ὅμοια, the one is not the other's alter qo, and, ΗΓ called his 
‘friend,’ must be 80 called because loved for some quality mot 
inherent essentially in his character, but attaching to the special: 
relation in which the two happen to be placed. ‘The leading idea 
of my rendering is that where κατὰ πάντα ταὐτὰ γένετοι ool ὅκα, 
ἑκατέρῳ παρ᾽ ἑκατέρου, there the good pleasant and useful qualities of 
cach friend must be absolute—tmAds, καδ᾽ αὐτούτ, not eolatives for 


* Thave not altered the panctnation of the above eS ee 
to be Zell's meaning would be made clearer by δ after vim i/itmen 
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if they were relative, then a dissimilarity between the friends would 1158. 8,99, 
be implied, whereas good men cannot be dissimilar: of Af, A il. 

in 1210 a. 8 ἡ μὲν γὰρ Kad’ ὁμοιότητα ἡ τῶν σπουδαίων καὶ ἡ τελεία. 

φιλία: ἡ δὲ κατ᾽ ἀνομοιότητα ἡ κυτὰ τὸ συμφέρον. 


μάλιστα δέ] The weight of MS. authority is in favour of δή here, Ὁ. 23. 
and all MSS, seem to have δέ in b. 24: but I think that Bywater’s 
Win b. 23 and δῇ in b. 24 make the passage ron better, 


ξ 8. ἔτι δὲ προσδεῖται χρόνου καὶ συνηθείας} οὐ μόνον δὲ ἀρετὴν b, 20. 
δεῖται ἡ τοιαύτη φιλία eat τρόπων ἀγαθῶν, ἀλλὰ καὶ χρόνου καὶ συνηδείας 
(Paraph.). 


τοὺς λεγομένους Shas] Cf ELL. Ἡ, 2, 1238 a. 2 δὼ εἰν παροιμίαν Ὁ. 57. 
ἐλήλυθεν ὁ μέδιμνον τῶν ἁλῶν, 


οὐδ᾽ ἀποδέξασθαι δὴ πρότερον οὔδ᾽ εἶναι φίλους, ‘nor can they Ὁ. 28. 
aecept one another as friends, or be friends’ (Peters). Cf. vil. 
8. 3 οἱ δ' ὁποδεχόμενοι ὀλλήλους > cf also £. NV. ix, 8, 7 τοὺς μὲν οὖν 
ψερὶ vie κολὰε πράξειε διαφερόντως σπουϑάζονται πάντον ἀποδέχονται καὶ 
ἐπαινοῦσιν. 


For 2} LY, Mb, r, Cambr, read δεῖ, 


CHAPTER IV. 


AnGuMEnT. 


This Friendship, then—chet between good men—is prefect in duration and 
ἦν oll ether respects, the friends always returning each other's offices in the 
same Ein, 

‘The friendibip which is for the sxbe of plearure, and that twhick és based om 
tility. are tike this Briendship between good men ; for good men, as friends, are 
Pleasant anal useful to cach ether, These imperfect friendships are most durable 
whew, a1 ἐπ the Perfect Friendship, the return which cack friend makes ἐν cack 
ἐν ἐπι the same kindmsuch as pleasure, and that derived from the same thing — 
eg the pleaicire derived from witty conversation which is the same for both 
talhers if both be witly, αὐ distinguished from the pleasure of lover and beloved. 
Lover and beloved do et derive their pleasure from the same thing : the trver's 
pleaimre it derived from seeing the baauty of the beloved ; the beloved's pleasure 
free being courted by the lover ; but when the beauty fedes, the friendship too 
sometinecs ceases, unless the two, from long familiarity, have came ἐν love cack 
‘ether's ispasitione, Where mere utility, however, ir the ground of association 


ω 


1166 b. 34. 


ST 0.10, 


al. 
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ow onc ide, dover and beloved cam scarcely te called friends, and the frienieAaip 

Μέσον them cannot last long. Where wtility, ax déstiveguished from pleamanr’, 
κε the ground of exsaciation on both sides, the socalied fosemaiSip cemses as seam ts 
the parties cease ta be useful ἐν cack wher, 

Li ωὐ be sees then that for the sake of pleasure axsd wtility bail mem waxy be 
friends of bad nen, good men of bad wen, woud sen meither god mor bal of eters 
‘neither goed nor bad > but for the sake of eack sther, a1 ruck, enly goo! men com 
le friewde for bead men iis mat eelight im each sther as rach, bat oly in se fap 
as some advantage is desired. 

The friendship between good men is theonly friendship which i josef ἀρ singe 
slander ; such friends heave known each ether foe lenge avd tre well te bibleoe exis 
of each other. 

Ti must be understeod that we make ἃ conversion te popular wage where τῳ 
ail those who associate for utility Seicods—(in the some say we speak of edie 
states as froeedty states—utilety és the bovodl of alliance beteorens stated): we aly 
make @ concession to popular usage wher we call these whe axsociate for βένατασα 
friends (as we speak of childish playmates as friends) : it is endy goed mee whe 
love each other for their goodnest who are friends im the primary cm strat 
sense of the word. The other friemdshipe are only metaphorically γε τεῦ, 
because, while they are bared om that which is good, Ht is wot am tat whic # 
shrolutely good, but on that which is only relatively good thet they ave basal = 


for pleasant things are yoo! in relation te the man whe takes Slearare im 


them. 

‘The tro metaphorically called Briendshipe, or Friendshipe pee sectdetn, 
seldom eubsict together: there is mo law Sy which accidents are conpoinedontht 
parties to a friendship" for utility sekiom happen to δε the same αὶ the parties 
to a‘ friendship* for plearure, 


81. ταὐτά] This is Bekker’s reading (after Murctus) for the 
ταῦτα of most MSS. 


πολλοὶ δ᾽ αὖ διαμένουσιν] Zell very appositely compares Sympar. 
183 E πονηρὸς δ᾽ ἔστιν ἐκεῖνος 5 ἐραστὴς ὁ πάνδημος, ὁ τοῦ σώματοι 
μᾶλλον ἢ τῆε ψνχῇν ἐρῶν. καὶ γὰρ οὐδὲ pimple ἐστιν dre οὐδὲ μενίμεω 
ἐρῶν πράγματοκ' ἅμα γὰρ τῷ τοῦ σώματος ἄνθει λήγοντι οὔπερ ἤρα, οἴχεται 
ἀποπτάμενυν, πολλοὺν λόγουν καὶ ὑποῦ χέσειν καταισχύνων, ὅ δὲ νοῦ Glee 
χρηστοῦ ὄντορ ἐραστὴς διὰ βίον μένει ἅτε μονίμῳ συντακεῖε, 


$2. καὶ εἰσὶν ἥττον φίλοι καὶ διομένουσιν supply Hero wih 


διαμένουσιν, 


μηδέτερον ὁποιῳοῦν] #.¢. one who is neither good nor bad may 
be a friend to a man of any sort, good, bad, or indifferent, 


δι᾽ αὐτοὺς δὲ ϑῆλον ὅτι μόνους τοὺς ἀγαθούς] Only good men can 
‘each love the other for the other's sake, because only good mea 
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are 80 alike that each finds his ἕτεροε αὐτός in the other. But bad 1157 α. 18. 
men differ indefinitely, A bad man has no ἕτερος αὐτό, He 
cannot identify himself with another man ; he can only use bim as 
ἃ means to his own pleasure or profit— 
ἐσθλοὶ μὲν γὰρ ἀπλῶς, παντοδαπῶν δὲ κακοί, 


οὗ χαίρουσιν ἑαυτοῖς] -- ἀλλήλοις (Coraes). aD. 
$8. ἀδιάβλητος ‘ can defy calumny’ (Peters). aa. 
ἐν τούτοις fe. beoween the good men who are friends. a. 23. 


$4. ἐπεὶ γάρ] For γάρ, the reading of all other MSS. apparently, a 28. 
Susemiht reads δέ with Mb. But the scribe of M» (or the scribe or 
‘corrector of the MS, from which he copied), as I have had occasion 
id a8 Susemihl himself is aware (see £¢h, 
is very fond of removing difficulties by con 
jectural emendations; and I have lithe doubt that he has tried to 
do 20 here by substituting δέ for γάρ. Retaining γάρ, we may 
explain the connexion thus— suspicions and recriminations arise 
in the other (ἐν ταῖς ἐγέροιε) friendstips ; for we too must call the 
persons standing in these relationships /rimds, since they are 
commonly so called.’ See the notes of Zell, Fritzsche, and 
Ramsauer, 


ἴσως λέγειν μὲν ϑεῖ καὶ ἡμὸς φίλους τοὺς τοιούτους, εἴδη δὲ τῆς a. a0. 
φιλίως πλείω] We must so far conform to popular usage as to call 
such persons φίλοι, but we must make it clear that their friendships 
are specifically distinct from friendship proper. 


καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητα] ‘in a secondary sense,’ r.¢. on account of their a. 91, 
resemblance to the real {riendship— the friendship strictly so called : 
of BN. vic 3. 2, where ἀκριβολογεῖσθαι is opposed to ἀκολουθεῖν 
ταῖς ὁμοιότησιν. 


ἢ γὰρ ὀγοθόν τι καὶ ὅμοιόν τι ‘in so far ἃς there is involved in a. 99. 
their relationship something good and resembling the good’ or, if 
‘we treat ἀγαθόν τι καὶ ὅμοιόν ve as a hendiadys, ‘in so far as there is 
involved in their relationship something good in a secondary sense,” 
e.g. pleasure—eok γὸρ τὸ ἡδὺ ἀγαθὺν τοῖς φιληδέσιν, So the Paraph. 
ποὶ ἔστι φιλία πράτωε μὲν καὶ avplos } τῶν ἀγαθῶν, 7 ἀγαθοξ calf Spouse 
σία δὲ αἱ λοιπαί" καὶ yap καὶ τὸ ἡδύ, καθὸ ἀγαθόν τί ἔστιν, ὧν Hdd 
συνάπτει τοὺς φιληδύνουν᾽ ἀγαθὸν γάρ τί ἐστι τοῖν φιληδέσι τὸ ἡδύ καὶ 


—— 
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1167 α, 88, ἀγαθῷ ἴοικεν, ὅτι αὐτοῖς ὀγαθὸν Bone ani τὸ χρέσερον ἀγαθὸν Soni τῷ 
χρωμένῳ διὰ τοῦτο καθ᾽ ὁμοιότητα τῆς ἀληθοῦς φιλίας at τοιαύται φιλίαν 
λέγονται. So also Michelet, with ὅμοιόν τε σε, ἀγαθῷ, and Grant. 
The emendation ἦ γὰρ ἀγαθῷ rwi ὅμοιον suggested by Comes 
although, 1 think, inadmissible as an emendation, gives the sense 
correctly. His note is—q γὰρ ἀγαθόν τι καὶ ὅμοιόν τι κτλ] 
γραφὴ ὕποπτος, ὧν δηλοῦσι καὶ αἱ μεταφράσειι, ἡ μὲν γὰρ ART 
[Argyropylus] πορόλεπε τὸ τελευταῖον ἐγελινόμενον, τι [ies after ὄμριον = 
so Bek, and 805,7: 4 AP (Aretinus) τοῦτο παραλείψασα καὶ rie 
συμπλεκτικὸν εἶς τὸν διαζενατιεὸν ἔγρεψεν, ἢ ἅμοιὸν, amd ΩΝ, ἴσ. 
yet γὰρ ἀγαθῳᾷ τινὶ ὅμοιον, ἕν᾽ ἢ ὁ νοῦς, ead’ ὁ γὰρ τὸ συνᾶλον αὐτοῦς 
εἰς φιλίαν (ἡδὺ ἢ χρήσιμον) ὡμοίωτοΐ πὼς τῷ ἀγαθῷ, «ατὰ τοῦτό εἶσι 
φίλοι. 


ν. 383. ὃ δ. οὐ πάνυ δ' αὗται συνάπτουσιν) ‘But these two latter kinds 
are not apt to coincide’ (Peters). μικτὴ δὲ φιλία ἀπὸ χρησίμου καὶ 
ἡδέος οὐ πάνυ γίνεται, ὥστε τῶν φίλων τὸν μὲν διὰ τὸ ἡδὺ φιλεῖν τὸν δὲ Bul 
τὸ χρήσιμον (Paraph,). The Paraph. is hardly right here, Mixed 


wba 


friendships in which one party supplies pleasure and the other —— 
Tecompenses him by profit are not very rare. The kind of ΒΓ 
mixed friendship here alluded to by Aristotle is that in which == 
both friends are mutually pleasant and useful, ‘This seems to be τ 
sufliciently recognised by the editors—Fritesche, Star, Rassauier— 
Williams, Ramsaucr’s note is good—! Quantam differnt ἡ πρώτωι 
«αἱ κυρίως λεγομένη ἃ reliquis, exponitur ut non possit melivs. Quod 


enim per illius maturam ultro efficitur ut boni εἰ ules inter se= 
iidemque suaves sint, id in his vel casu vix seme! contingit: alm 
utiles, alii suaves,’ 


96, τὰ κατὰ συμβεβηκός} The sense of τὰ κατὰ συμβεβρκώς here is 
clearly given in a passage (πε. Δ. go. 1025 ἃ. 14) quoted by 
Fritzsche and Grant—auyfefinede δὲ λέγεται ἃ ὑπάρχει μὴν ron, καὶ 
Andes εἰπεῖν, οὐ μέντοι οὔτε ἐξ ἀνάγκης, οὔτε ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ" οἷον εἶ τις 
ὀρύττων dure βόθρον εὗρε ϑησανρόν. τοῦτο vole συμβεβηκὸς τῷ 
ὀρύττοντε τὸν βόθρον τὸ εὑρεῖν θησαυρόν" οὔτε γὰρ ἐξ ἀνάγκην τοῦτο de 
τοῦτον jj μετὰ τοῦτο" οὔθ᾽ ὧν ἐπὶ τὸ πολὺ ἄν τις φντεύῃ θησαυρὸν εὕρδσκα. 
καὶ μουσικός 4 ἄν τιν εἴη λενκὸν ἀλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ οὔτε ἐξ ἀνόγεηε οὔϑ' ὧς πὶ τὸ 
πολὺ τοῦτο γίνεται, συμβεβηκὸς αὐτὸ λέγομεν. 


ν,3, § 6, ταύτῃ ὅμοιοι Svres] Here Grant seems to fall into error 
from a desire to be perfectly consistent in his rendering of Sus 


ταῦ 
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ἂς it occurs in this and the previous chapter, His rendering is 1167 b. 2. 


In this respect (ἢ ¢ as affording and seeking pleasure or utility) 
being like (the good),’ Peters adopts Grant's view, translating— 
“resembling true friends in this respect.’ Aspasius gives the 
correct interpretation when he says ταύτῃ φησὶν ὅμοιοι ὄντεε rourdere 
κατὰ τοῦτο, ὅμοιοι ὄντες κοϑὺ ἡδεῖς ἢ χρήσιμοι ἀλλήλοις καὶ J παρέχονσιν 
ἀλλόλοις ἡδονὸν acl δ ἡδονὴν φίλοι εἰσίν, sear δὲ cde εἰσὶν ὅμοιοι. 
‘This interpretation is followed by Michelet, Fritzsche, Stahr, 
Williams, and Ramsauer, The reference is to viii. 4. 2, where 
the difference between true friendship and the other kinds turns on 
the essential similarity of good men, as distinguished from the 
merely superficial similarity of bad men; but τ must be admitted 
that the words καὶ τῷ ὡμοιῶσθαι τούτοις following immediately 
(b. 6) are awkward, and might be thought to favour Grant's 
rendering of ταύτῃ ὅμοιοι ὄντεις 


CHAPTER V. 


Axoument, 


Joist as we may look at the virtuons man either as* having 0 wirfurms εἶξε 
prnition® ov or *acting virtuonsly, s0 we may look at Friends vither as having 
the dinpocition of friendship, or a3 actively manifciting it. A and B may have 
denstant opportunities of enjoying each other's πονέειν ΣΟ and D may live at a 
ixtarve frow each other and merely be so mutuatly disposed ax to meet ai friemti 
eben they da meet: for separation—unless it be very long—doce not destroy the 
disposition of friendship, only prevents the active manifestation of the dis 
position. 

Seeing much of each other and taking pleasure in cath other's society is the 

great mark of friends. Hence old and morose pesple do mot make friewtibipe 
aay, Aecouse Wittle pleaswre is to be had from such people, and nobody cares to 
pend his days with people who are wnpleasant, 

Thee whe are en good ters, but do not sce much of exch ether, are twell- 
wwiskers rather than friends, Steing wmuch of each other, a3 we sasd, is the 
great mark of friends—whriher ihey be thare who depend om each other for 
axsistamee, or fortunate persons who love cach other's society far its own sake. 
But people cannot ste much of each other whose companionship ts not mutually 


The friendship between good men is the truest friendship. Fach it loved by 
each δοιὰ for what he tx in himself and for what he is to the other, what each ts 
ta the other being, in fact, what each i: im Kimseif. The mature of each is the 
fame: arcerdingly each finds and loves Air own good in the gsednets of the 


- 
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ether; cack ives to toch aed derives from each the tame advantage ext 
The proversial equality of friends" ie thu realised aut tly μα 
the fricmdshif of good men, 


157», 0. § 1. ὥστ᾽ ἐνεργεῖν] Ramsaver and Susemihl read ὥστ᾽ ἂν dein, 
which the sense seems to require—they do not perform fieudly 
acts, but their state is such that they rweadd perform them if 
circumstances permitted. L? reads ὥστε καὶ ἐνεργεῖν, which perhaps 
points to κᾶν, as Ramsauer suggests, 


B10, οὐ διωλύουσι τὴν φιλίαν ἁπλῶς, ἀλλὰ τὴν ἐνέργειαν} not the 
friendship regarded as such, #.¢, a8 ἕξις, but its manifestation of 
ἐνέργεια τ of EN. v. 1. 20 § δὲ τοιάδε ἕξις ἁπλῶφ. 


δ. 18. πολλὰς δὴ φιλίας ἀπροσηγορία διέλυσεν] Cf Athenacusy, δι 187. 
where τηλοῦ φίλοι ναίοντες οὐκ εἰσὶν φίλοι is characterised as ware 
ἀνθρωποτάτη τῶν παροιμεῶν --πῶςφ γὰρ οὐκ ἄλογον τάπῳ τὴν φιλίων «ὦ 
οὐ τρόπῳ κρίνεσθοι; 


483, 81] The passage οὐ φαίνοντσι b. 3... Ὁ, 24 ὄχαιν ἦς me 
garded by Fritzsche and Rassow (Forsch. pp. 24, 38) as the 
first of gemini loci, the other passage being ch. 6.§ x ἐν δὲ τὸς 
στρυφνοῖς TI58 ἃ. 1... . φιλικά a το. See note on ch. 6. § 1. 


b.18, § 8, ἀποδεχόμενοι ἀλλήλου] ‘are on good terms”——or ‘know 
each other”: see note on viii. 3. 8, b. 28. 


b.19. οὐδὲν γὰρ οὕτως ἐστὶ φίλων ὡς τὸ συζῆν] Peters has a useful note 
here—‘To a Greek of course this does not necessarily imply living 
under the same roof, as it does to us with our very different 
conditions of life.’ 


Ὁ, 31. καὶ of μακάριοι] ‘even the happy.’ It seems better to take 
μακάριοι here, with the Paraph. and Asp. as equivalent £0 εὐδαύμενεν 
and ἀγαθοὶ than, with Zell and Coraes, as meaning ‘rich" Tike 
the Latin deat, Coracs’ note is—pandpsot] ἐπὶ τοῦ πλούσιοι ἐνδύδη, 
ὁ δὲ νοῦς, ὀρέγονται δὲ καὶ of πλούσιοι συνημερεύειν role Gow, melee 
οὗ χρήζοντες τῆς παρ᾽ αὑτῶν ὠφελείας, ὥσπερ of ἐνδεεῖς. "This is plausible; 
but rendered improbable by the words immediately following: pon 
τοῖς μὲν γάρ «7.2, which suggest ix. 9. 3 dromor δ᾽ ἴσως καὶ rb 
μονώτην ποιεῖν τὸν μακάριον, where the μακάριος is the 
κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν τελείαν ἐνεργῶν, 


εὐδαίμιων = 6 
Ὁ. 38. ἡ ἑταιρικὴ (fuA(a)] ‘comradeship’ (Peters). The friendship of 


BOOK Vill: CHAP. δ: δὲ 3-5. 289 


Ose who have been inseparable since boyhood = the Latin 1187 b. 23, 


alitas: see Fritzsche and Michelet. Ramsauer thinks that the 
tuse ὅπερ.-. ἔχειν is an interpolation like «de raérae δὲ καὶ τὴν 
rani τιθέασιν ville 3. 40 


§ 4. πολλάκις] five times according to Ramsauer, v.28. 


ἀκάστῳ δὲ τὸ αὐτῷ τοιοῦτον. ὁ δ᾽ ἀγαθός] These words are omitted b, 37, 
«ΚΡ, which reads... ἡδύ, τῶ 8 ἀγαθῷ dupe raven, Fritzsche 
opts the text of Kt, interpreting thus—' That which is good 
ἃ pleasant in itself is the object of love and choice; and the 
od man possesses both these qualities (ἡ, 6, the good in itself 
ἃ the pleasant in itself)." 
Retaining the text of all other MSS. and authorities (for very 
Mle weight ought to be attached to the mere omrssions of K), we 
ve to decide between two alternative interpretations of ἄμφω, 
Geu—that of the Paraphrast, and that of Aspasius. The 
iraphrast sa; ἰοκεῖ γὰρ φιλητὸν μὲν καὶ αἱρετὸν τὸ ἁπλῶν κοὶ 
οἴωε dyadlv ἢ ἡδύ. ἑκάστῳ δὲ φιλητὸν end αἱρετὸν τὸ αὐτῷ ἀγαθόν" 
δὲ ἀγαθὸς τὸν ὀγαθὺν φιλεῖ 8! ἄμφω ταῦτα" τὸ γὰρ ἀγαθὸν οὐτοῦ 
ἱ ἀπλῶε καὶ κυρίων ὀγαθόν ἐστι, καὶ τῷ φίλῳ ἀγαθόν ἐστιν" ὥστε ὃ 
bbe φιλητόν ἐστι, καὶ ear’ ἀμφοτέρους τοὺς τρόπους, This view iy 
lopted by Victorius, Zell, Coracs (δὲ ἄμφω ταῦτα' τὸ γὰρ συνάπτον 
τοὺς ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν ἔστι καὶ αὐτοῖν ἀγαθὸν γίγνεται) and 
ichelet. On the other hand Aspasius 5αγ8--- φιλητὸν μὲν γὰρ. 
δε καὶ αἱρετὸν τὸ ἁπλῶς ἀγαθόν, cal ἡδὺ τὸ ἁπλῶς ἡδύ, ἑκάστῳ δὲ 
δεᾶστον, τῷ δ᾽ ἀγαθῷ καὶ ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἡδὺ ὁ ἀγαθός. Grant adopts 
is view. I am in fayour of the Paraphrast’s interpretation. 
hat of Aspasius seems to make the words ἑκάστῳ δὲ τὸ αὐτῷ 
τοῦτον useless, I understand Aristotle to argue that a friendship 
hich rests on the single ground of the subjective τὸ αὐτῷ ἀγαθὸν ἢ 
must be surpassed by one which rests on the double ground of 
αὐτῷ ἀγαθὸν ἢ ἠδ in perfect harmony with the objective ἁπλῶς 
αϑὸν ἢ ἡδύ, 
8.6] In this § Rassow (Forsch. p. 39) would transpose the b. 28. 
fitences Zome 3°... ἀφ᾽ ἕξεως and καὶ τἀγαθὰ βούλονται .. . καθ᾽ 
, on the ground that the sentence foue δ᾽... ἀφ᾽ ἕξεως contains 
‘explanation of the words σὺ κατὰ πάθον ἀλλὰ Kad’ ἕξιν Ὁ, 32. 


φίλησις} amor or amatio (Vik pete) as distinguished from φιλίᾳ 
YOR. πν 
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1151 Ὁ. 28. amicitia. In Ε΄ WV. ii. 5. 2 φιλία is enumerated among the eid 
But too much must not be made of a merely popular enumeritioa. 
Aristotle's fully considered theory of φιλία makes it a ὅξιε, te de 
result of the rational formation, or «Boroinawe, of certain natural 
affections, many of which may be conveniently brought under the 
general designation of φίλησε, See the notes of Zell, Pritesche, 
Michelet, and Grant. ] 


5. 90, ἀντεφιλοῦσι δὲ μετὰ προαιρέσεως] This is not a very tru: or 
relevant remark if intended merely to bring out the diiference 
between φιλία and φίλησιε : ἅψνχα indeed cannot Jove in relum, but 
there are many other objects of mere φίλησις which remder φίλησα 
in return, ἄνευ προαιρέσεως, and even in many Φιλίαι 50 called, mie 
in many of those δ᾽ ἡδονήν (cf. especially vill. 4, δ), love '- 
mutually given dew mpoapérewe. The words ἀντυφιλοῦσι μετὰ πρᾶν 
ρέσεως serve to distinguish not so much between φιλία and φίλησα 
as between ἡ τελεία φιλία and the inferior kinds; and may well be 
intended as another argument in support of μάλιστα μὲν οἷν dori 
φιλία ἡ τῶν ἀγαθῶν § 4. The latter half of § 5. is also in favor 
of making the subject of ἀντιφιλοῦσε especially of ἀγαδοὶ gax 
Friends of the inferior kinds never indeed properly acquire & 
ἕξις of friendship at all, This is shown by the fact that thee 
friendships come to an end as circumstances alter. A good ἕξε, 
is that by which a man corresponds with his permanent environ 
ment—the world as reason apprehends it, which is the same for 
all men, and has a place for every man, The friendship of the 
good, as based on the recognition of an orderly system of life, 
is the only friendship which can be properly desctibed as a tu 
The friendships for pleasure and profit, based as they are on tbe 
feelings of the isolated individual irrationally seeking his own 
gratification without regard for others who are as truly persons 
in a kingdom of ends as himeelf, may be characterised as friend: 
ships κατὰ πόθος, 


ὅν 31. καὶ τἀγαθὰ βούλονται τοῖς φιλουμένοις ἐκείνων ἕνεκα, οὗ κατὰ wiles 
ἀλλὰ Kal’ Ew] Βούλησις is of the τέλος (ii. 2. 9), as distinguished 
from τὰ πρὸν τὸ τέλοι. But such ἃ τέλος, being gowd, cam be 
apprehended only by reason, not by sense or feeling. See 
Themistius, vol, ii. 208 (cd, Spengel) ἀγαϑοῦ γὰρ ἡ alodyow ὅ atrpre 
ἀντιλαμβάνεσθαι οὐχ ofa re οὐδὲ κακοῦ, ἀλλὰ μόνον τοῦ τέρσωτεν + 
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ἀπῶστοι, τὸ δὲ ἀγαϑὺν καὶ τὸ κακὸν τοῦ νοῦ μόνου κρίνειν ἐστί, ‘The 1887 b. 31. 
apprekension of ἃ good end requiring reason, the wrs/ to realise it, 

or the moral éferes/ \n it, requires a fe or rational disposition of 

the desires. In the life of mere desire there is no such thing as an 

end in the true sense of the term, 


τῇ βουλήσει καὶ τῷ ἡδεῖ] Williams brings out the meaning of v. 90. 
this passage in its context correctly, I think, as follows—‘ And 
hence each friend not only loves that which is his own good, but 
also makes a perfectly equivalent return in the good which he 
wishes his friend, and in the pleasure which he yields him. Here 
βουλήσει = ‘the wish for the good” (cf: καὶ τἀγαϑὰ βούλονται above) 

ἡ δ. τῷ ἁπλῶς ἡδεῖ, which is always associated 


‘The Ve. Zr. and pr. LY read «Ba, which Zell, Fritzsche, Stabr, 
and Rassow (Forsch. p, 32) adopt. Zell writes—‘Non enim 
solum amicus amico par omnino pari refert, ut uterque eandem 
alterum demerendi voluntatem habeat, sed genere et apecie quoque 
paria refert, id est, bona pro bonis, suavia pro suavibus, pro 
utilibus utilia’: and Stahr has—‘Mithin liebt auf beiden Seiten 
jeder das flir ihn selbst Gute und gewlhrt seinerseits durch seine 
Willensbestrebung das Gleiche auch in derselben Gattung.’ Suse- 
mihl now reads ἤθει after Zeller (see Susemihl, £vk, Eud. append. 
Ρ' t73). The MSS. perhaps do not help us to come to a decision 
ἴα the case of two forms so similar in sound and appearance as 
det and εἴδει: but apart from MSS., the weight of probability 
‘Seems to me to be greatly in favour of ἡδεῖ, which would naturally 
‘occur to the writer as the constant concomitant of dyaddy, the object 
Of Boidnow. Grant's point too that ἴσον εἴδει would not be a 
natural expression, as confounding degree with kind, is worth 


ἴ ἑκάτερον, ὧς ἀγαθὸν οἰκεῖον, κοὶ 
βούλεται τὰ ἀγαθά, καὶ ἡδύς ἔστιν ὁμοίως : and Aspasius has words to 
the same effect. 


φιλότης ἰσότης] ‘This is the reading of ΚΡ adopted by Bywater, 

All other MSS. apparently read ἡ before ἰσύτηε. In FLW. ix. 8. 2 

the proverb is given as ἐσότην φιλύτην, and in Z, 2. Ἡ, 6, 1240 Ὁ, 2. 

In £, I. viii. 8. 5, however, we have ἡ δ᾽ ἰσύτηε καὶ ὁμοιότης φιλότηεν 
va 
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1157 0.36. As Ramsauer remarks, the old proverb was doubtless ἐσύτης dain 


‘or φιλότης ἰσότης without the article: but Aristotle allowed himelf 
to alter a proverb to suit his purpose; and it would be a misube 
to suppose that here the sense makes it impossible to take term ἂν 
the subject. It is the predicate however, 1 take it, in the passage 
quoted by Fritzsche from Diog. L. vill, τ, 8 πρῶτον εἶπε Πυδυγύμεε, 
κοινὰ τὰ τῶν φίλων καὶ φιλίαν ἰσύτητα. 


CHAPTER VI, 
ARGUMENT. 


As for stiff tempered and elderly people—the more difficult they are te ptm 

with, ant the lest pleasure they take On one amother's seckely, the fess Wheig ἃ 
friendship το spring up betwern then : for nothing is τὸ chracteristic f frame 
ship and so productive of i, ax taking pleasure in one ampther's society: be 
what young people do: and therefore they become frienads quickly > δέ mat 
old people—nor stiff-tempered peopie: nevertheless such people may te wii ar 
posed f0 one another (wishing one another good and Aulping ame ameter im wel: 
tut they cannot properly be called friends, since they vio mee rpund their tnt 
together or take pleasure in one another—thus failing te realive the tre wet 
characteristic traits of friendship. 

To be a friend to many in the way of Perfect Fricuctebip is imposeilte, μα 
as st ἐν impossible t0 be in lowe with many at the sonve time + for Perfect Frith 
ship isan exalted state of fueling, and, as swh, Nas matwrally ome perso art 
object ; alvg it is not easy for many ἐν afford the highest satisfaction ἐν the wat 
person: not te mention the difftculty of finding many wks art goad maremr, 
there cannot be perfect friendship unless the friends kmow each other weil, wat 
have come 10 enter familiarly énto cach other's disporitions—a heard thing 8 ὧν 
where only two persons are concerned, and euch hander where many ot 
concerned, 

Where, however, the object of friendship is utility or Nearere, fin 
Aave many friends ; for usefnl and fleasont prople are πραεῖς ad’ 
services rendered are quickly rendered. 

Of the two inferior friendships that for pleasure resemSlex Perfect Fricmillp 
most when the same services are rendered by both parties, amd Chey tecke peace 
in cach other or in the same things—ar young people de te their friemdtehipe: 
there ἐν something liberal in these friendships, wick distingsstrhas thew from 
the fritmdship for utility—the friendship of buvinesi.  Frirther, the πότε 
need, not useful friends (since their peaterial wants are 
provided for), but pleasant friends—i.c. they with for persons with oer 
eisociate intimately: pain and ennui they com bear for ἃ little while; ῥα τὰ 
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tre would po om always enduring that which gave hin pain—no, mot even if it 
bere the sammnum bonum itself This ἐπ why the Happy seek to have their 
inkernds pleasant: they ought of course to seb to have them good ax well as 

both absolutely and relatively ; thus their friendship will have 
‘Uthat perfect friendship requires—the good, the pleasant, and the useful or 


Mon of wxaith and station have theiv friandsin distinct sets: they have useful 
Fiends amd pleasant friends, and it reldeom happens that the same friends are 
Wt wséfel and pleasant—able subordinates, and amusing companions : the geod 
ware ἐξ ἐνράιειὶ, ar we have suid, both pleasant and wveful ; but the good man does 
Wot allay himself to become the frien of one who & his supertor, unless (he 
Uuperiority be fn gosdness as weil as in wealth and station : Jor if the mperionity 
were in coealth and station enly, the good man could wet compensate for hit in- 
krisrity by any proportionate return, High station and zoodnesi, however, 
celedows se together. 

The ieperfect friendships mentioned are ‘friendships between equals’ : egwals 
‘ender te wach ather the same things, or exchange one thing for another, €. 
Measure for profit. Thay are thought ἐν be or not ἐν be ' friendships’ according 
ἡ they are ciswed as resembling or as differing from the standard friendship. 
They are thought to be friendships, because they are for pleasure or prroft, since 
δε standard friendship—chas based on virtue—has tts elements of pleasure and 
teat ; ἐμ on το for ar the friendihap ῥατεά om virtue is proof again slander, 
ead lating, swhile the friendships for ploasureand profit quickly passanoay and 
Uffer from the friendship based on virtue in many other respects, they are not 
thought ἐσ be eatin 


§1.] Fritzsche brackets this§ as being merely a repetition of vili. 5. 1288 . 1. 


ta Rassow (Forsch. pp. 24, 25), after printing the gemint doc! 
Ὦ parallel columns, leaves it undecided whether the first or the 
fecond ought to be bracketed. Against the claim of the first 
jassage to stand he notes the point, overlooked by Tritzsche, that 
lust that part of it which is πον repeated here occurs again in 
} ea $4 καὶ οἱ μοκάριοι δὲ χρησίμων μὲν οὐδὲν. 
Kovras, ἡδέων Bé συζῆν μὲν γὰρ βούλονταί τισι, τὸ δὲ λυπηρὸν ὀλίγον μὲν 
(paver φέρουσιν, συνεχῶς δ᾽ οὐθελε ἂν ὑπομείναι, οὐδ᾽ airs τὸ ἀγαθὸν, εἴ 
ἱπηρὸν αὐτῷ εἴη. On the other hand he thinks it undentable that 
he second passage connects itself less naturally with what 
wecedes it than the first passage does, Susemih! agrees with 
Rassow in leaving it undecided which of the gemini toc! ought to 
w bracketed. 


πρεσβυτικοῖς] Spengel (Arisioielische Studien i, p. 215) asks a 8, 
hy πρεσβύταις should not be read as below in this δ, and in ch. 5. 
{2 Victorius contends that πρεσβυτικοῖς is intentionally employed, 


1158 ».3. 


4.3, 
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as Aristotle in this passage (as distinguished from δ. § 2) refards 
the disposition rather than the years of the old men in question 
“neque cnim cuncti hujus actatis sunt difficiles.” 

ταῦτα γὰρ δοκεῖ μάλισν᾽ εἶναι φιλικὰ καὶ ποιητικὰ φιλία! Rar 
sauer regards these words as spurious, finding nothing τὸ which 
ταῦτα can be satisfactorily referred. Fritzsche refers naira [ὼς 


μάλιστ᾽ εἶναι δοκεῖ φιλικά at the end of this § say the same thing a 
the words which he brackets as spurious, I would call attention 
to the circumstance (whatever it may indicate) that sire 

end with similar expressions—viz. ch, 5. § 3 μηδὲ 
αὐτοῖς, ὅπερ ἡ ἑταιρικὴ ϑοκεῖ ἔχειν, ch. 6. § 1. 1658 ἃ. 5 
ὁμιλίαις χαίρουσιν' ταῦτα γὰρ δοκεῖ μάλιστ᾽ εἶναι φιλικὰ, 
φιλίωι, and ch. 6. § 1. 1258 δ, Ὁ μηδὲ χαίρειν ἀλλήλοις, ἃ δὲ 

φιλικά. 


εἶναι δοκεῖ 


φίλοι δ᾽ οὐ πάνυ εἰσί] ‘They cannot properly be called frimds! 


812, § 2, ἔοικε γὰρ ὑπερβολῃ}] Fritzache is wrong, 1 think, nae 


A 1d. ἴσως δ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἀγαθοὺς εἶναι] τε, πολλοὺς ῥᾷδιον, 
“. 16. 


τὸ ἐρᾶν the subject of ἔοικε, The Paraph. gives the sense of 
passage rightly—moddole δὲ φίλον εἶναι τὸν σπουδαῖον κατὰ τὴν = 
φιλίαν obe ἐνδέχετωι, ὥσπερ οὐδὲ τὸ ἐρῶν πολλῶν ἅμα δυνατόν, teepalh 
γάρ τίν ἐστε φιλίος ἡ τελεῖα φιλία, τὸ δὲ τοιοῦτον πρὸς ἕνα Υ 
γίνεσθαι. In keeping with this interpretation Aspasius says 

8 ὑπερβολὴν τὴν κατὰ τὸ εὖ, Cf BN. ike 6, 24, shee de sit 
to be κατὰ τὸ ἄριστον καὶ τὸ εὖ ἀκρότην, As Coraes says, ἡ yap 
φιλία... φιλιῶν ἐστὶν ἡ  δεροτάνη, καὶ ob ἔστιν αὐτῆς ὑπερτέρα ἄλλη. gos 
Perfect friendship is ‘an exalted state’ In ix. τὸ. 5, ἢ 
which resembles this passage closely, τὸ ἐρᾶν is ὑπερβολῷ rer φλίωας 


8.8. πολλοῖς ἀρέσκειν] Ramsauer conjectures πολλούετ 
sarily, for πολλοῖς ἀρέσκειν moans simply, as Aspasius saya, 
«vos φίλονε. His commentary is—Ba τὸ χρήσιμαν ἢ καὶ 
ἐνδέχεται πολλοῖς εἶναι φίλους" καὶ γὰρ πολὺ τὸ τῶν τοιούτων γένοε, he 
οὐδὲ πολλοῦ χρόνον δεῖ otk ἐξιτόσεω᾽ i δὴν ἊΣ ee 
φανεροὶ γίνονται αἱ περὶ τῶν χρησίμων καὶ τῶν ἤδέων ὑπηρεσίαν, 
οταμάθοι ἄν τις ταχέων τὸν αὐτῷ hdtv ἢ χρήσιμον. ὅταν δὲ μὰ 
γένηται τούτων ὁποτεροῦν, λύεται ἢ φιλία" ἐν ὀλίγῳ γὰρ χρόνῳ everson 
χαὶ τὴν ὕπαρξιν ἔχει ὀλιγοχρόνιον. 
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§ 4. ἔοικε φιλίᾳ] The MSS, read φιλία, but Asp.and the Paraph, 1168. α. 18. 
φιλίᾳ, which is adopted by Victorius, Ramsauer, and Bywater, 

τὸ ἐλευθέριον] ‘a generous spirit’ (Peters), . 4.31. 

καὶ οἱ μακάριοι δέ] On καὶ---δέ see Eucken, de Arist. dic. rat,» 22 
Ῥ' 32—‘adjungit autern xui—d rem novam, sacpe tam leni modo. 
or idem fere valeat atque re’ It is most frequent in 2. 4. iv, viii, 
ix, x. 

οὐδ᾽ αὐτὸ τὸ ἀγαθόν] ‘If Aristotle had been capable of a joke, we » 24. 
Must have considered this to be meant as such ' (Grant), 


δᾷ δ᾽ ἴσως καὶ ἀγαθοὺς τοιούτους ὄντας, καὶ ἔτι αὐτοῖς} ‘The a 58. 
μακιίριοι require their friends to be pleasant: but they ought to 
tequire them to be good too, as well as pleasant (τοιούτους ὅνταν = 
ἡδεῖς Srras), and also wse/ul (lit. good for themselves) ; for thus they 
will have aif that belongs to true friendship. This rendering 
represents Rassow’s (Forsch. p. 83) view of the interpretation of 
these words, With ἔτι καὶ αὑτοῖς he supplies ἀγοθούε, regarding the 

as equivalent to χρησίμου. Thus to supply ἀγαθούς after ἔτι 
καὶ abrois (cf, the Paraph. role φίλονε of σπουδαῖοι ἡδεῖς ζητοῦσιν εἶναι, 
ἀγαθοὺν eras, καὶ αὑτοῖς ἀγαθούς, with whom Ramsauer, Williams 
and Peters agree) is obviously correct, although I think it would 
not be right to press (if indeed Rassow docs so) the identity of 
οὑτοῖν dyaBove with χρησίμονε in the more material sense of the 
latter term. It has just been stated that the material wants of the 
μακάριοι are fully supplied—that they do not need merely useful 
friends, χρησίμων μὲν οὐδὲν δέονται. Stahr seems to give the true 
sense of the passage when he writes—' Freilich sollten sie wohl 
auch dazu Menschen nehmen, dic nicht nur an sich gute, sondern 
auch fur sie selbst sittlich fordernd sind.’ To supply ἡδεῖ after 
ἔτι αὑτοῖς with Fritzsche and Grant is, I think, quite inadmissible ; 
ἀγαθούς evidently being the dominating thought of the clause 
beginning δεῖ δ᾽ ἴσωι, as ἥδεῖς was of the clause beginning διό a. 25, 
After ἀγωδούς a. 26 Rassow (Forsch. p. 84) supplies καδ' ἑαντούς, 
Which he considers necessary to bring out the opposition to αὐτοῖς 
(ἀγαϑούε), and Susemihl introduces καθ᾽ ἑαυτούς into his text, 


$5. οἱ δ᾽ ἐν ταῖς dfovotas] λέγει δ΄ ἐν ἐξουσίαις rove τυράννουν w 97, 
(Asp). 
χρησίμους εἰς τὸ καλά) οἱ ἐνώρετοι (Asp.). 5.80. 
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1580.82, δεινούς) After δεινούς Rassow (FarseB. p. 84) conjectures that we 
τό has fallen out. Bywater’s suggestion however (Contra. p. 60}— 
to ‘take reds δέ to mean © others,” and understand δεινοὺς πρᾶξαι 
τὸ ἐπιταχϑῆν τὸ be a kind of predicate afler ζητοῦσι ᾿-ττάξοτης to meet 
the difficulty, 


84, 66. ἀλλ᾽ ὑπερέχοντι κιτλ.}] Aspasius gives the more generally 
accepted interpretation of this passage—imepiyasroe οὗ γώντοι φῶμε, 
ὁ σπονδαῖος ἂν μὴ καὶ τῇ ἀρετῇ ὑπερέχηται ὁ ὑπερέχων κατὰ τὴν δύναμιν, 
δεῖ δὲ οὕτως ἀκούειν τοῦ ὑπερέχεσθαι τὸν δυνάστην, ὥατε καὶ εἰδέναι, καὶ 
ἔχειν πρὸς τὸν σπουδαῖον ὡς mpie κρείττονα" οὕτω γὼρ ὅσναν ἦ κατὰ 
ἀναλογίαν ἰσότης, ἂν οἴηται μὲν πλούτῳ καὶ δυνάμει ὑπερίχπι, ies 
δὲ τὸν ἀγαθὸν dos κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν αὐτοῦ διαφέρονται ‘This view, 
to which the subject of ὑπερύχηται ἧς ὃ ὑπερέχων (cond τὴν δένομοῦ, ξε΄ ταὶ 
accepted by the Paraphrast, Victorius, Lambinus, Zell, Coraes, —_ 
ritzsche, Michelet, Stabr, Williams, and Peters. 
As for ὑπερεχόμενος a. 36—some of these commentators make i= 
the great man or prince, and others the good man: the Paraph——. 
e.g. makes it the good man—oirw γὰρ ἐξισάζοι ὁ σπουδαῖοι τῷ «αὐτο 
υσίαν ὑπερέχοντι, ἀνάλογον ὑπερέχων καὶ ὑπερεχόμενοε! Cores Camel 
the other hand makes ὑπερεχόμενον the great man or ᾿είηοα.-ττνῖ te 
μὴ ὑπερέχοιτο ὁ ἐν ἐξουσίᾳ κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν ὑπὸ τοῦ σπουδαίου, οὖκ ἐφάζει τΩΒΘΒΩΙ᾽ 
σπουδαίῳ (οὐ γίγνεται φίλος δηλαδῇ͵ εἴ γε ἐν ἰσότητι ἡ φιλίο) ἀνάλογον. 
ὑπεροχόμενοι, τουτέστι τοσοῦτων ἀρετῇ ὑπορεχύμενορ ὑπὸ τοῦ σασυδεῖν, “-αὶ 
ὅσον ἐκείνου ὑπερέχει κατ᾽ ἐξουσίαν, 

According, then, to the view of Aspasius and most other com——~ 
mentators, Aristotle means to tell us here that the good mac? 
will not become the friend of a guperior in rank and power cia 
that superior is his inferior in goodness—or, τὸ use Grant's τους ὦ 
‘a good man would not be a friend to ἃ potentate, if that potenta=— 
had superior moral qualities.’ This cannot be Aristotle's meanings - 
Grant, Ramsauer, and Jackson (Arist, Nic. Eis. Book v, p. 9) 
are undoubtedly right in making ὁ emovdaior, not ὅ ὑπερέχων, the 
subject of ὑπερέχηται, and rendering—'the good man docs not 
become the friend of a superior in rank and power unless be 
is surpassed in goodness, as well as in rank and power, by thi 
superior.’ The awkwardness of making the subject of ὑπνρέχηνα 
different from that of γίνεται is thus avoided, and account is taken 
of the force of καί before τῇ ἀρετῇ, ignored by the other rendering. 


* So also Fritzsche, reading ὁ ὑπερεχόμενον without MS, authority. 


BOOK Viit: CHAP. 6: §§ 6, 7. 407 


(As for εἰ δὲ μή, οὐκ ἰσάζει ἀνάλογον imepexducor—Grant, Ramsauer, 1256 a, 84, 
and Jackson agree that ὁ owovdsins is still the subject ; but Jackson 
alone seems to me to have got the meaning of the clause clearly:— 
“because otherwise the inferior will not feel for the superior that 
Jove and regard by which alone he can requite superior services.’ 
Of E_N. vill. 7. 2 ἀνάλογον δ' ἐν πάσαις ταῖς καϑ' ὑπεροχὴν οὔσαις 
φιλίαις καὶ τὴν φίλησιν δεῖ γίνεσθαι, οἷον τὸν ὁμείνω μᾶλλον φιλεῖσθαι 
ἢ φιλήν, καὶ τὸν ὠφελιμώτερον, καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ἕκαστον ὁμοίωτ' ὅταν 
γὰρ cx! ἀξίαν ᾧ φίλησις γίνηται, τότε γίνεταί woe ἰσότης, ὃ δὴ τῆς 
φιλίαν εἶναι Bonet. CF, also viii, 8.1. ‘The equality found in αἱ 
φιλίαι ai x08 ὑπεροχὴν could not be realised in such a case of 
inferiority ax that of a poor good man to a bad (or not good) 
tich man, for the poor good man would not be warranted in 
tepaying the great material benefits, which he might receive 

the sich man, with an amount of love and esteem equal 
to them. Between a poor good man and a very good rich man 
equal reciprocation, and therefore a friendly relation, is indeed 
possible ; but—rich men are seldom very good—ob mivy δ' εἰώθασι 
τοῦτοι γίνεσθαι (πε. of ἐν ταῖν ἐξουσίαιν, Asp.) 

The clause εἰ δὲ μὴ, ode ἰσάζοι ἀνάλογον ime may be 
rendered—' for if this be not so, he (the poor good man) cannot 
put himself on an equal footing by compensating for his in- 
feriority’—r.¢. by making a proportionate return for the benefits 
which he, in his inferior position, receives. I take ἀνάλογον with 
ὑσερεχόμενοι: See the Paraph. (ἀνάλογον ὁπερέχων καὶ ὑπερεχόμενοι) 
and Cores quoted above, and cf, vill, 13. 1 τοὺς δ᾽ ἀνίσσυς (sr. 
bei) τὸ ἀνάλογον τοῖν ὑπεροχαῖε ἀποδιδόνωι. 

Peters’ contention that 6 σπουδαῖος cannot be the subject of 
ὑπερέχητοι, because ‘fhe ideally good man cannot be surpassed 
in virtue,’ would have force if it were necessary to assume that 
‘Aristotle has here in view ‘/Ae ideally good man,’ 


67. εἰσὶ 8 οὖν αἱ εἰρημέναι φιλίαι ἐν ἰσότητι] sve, these φιλέαι, b.1. 
as they have been hitherto described, are ἐν ἰσότητι : but all three 
may be also «ad ὑπεροχήν---5εν viii. 13. 1 τριττῶν δ᾽ οὐσῶν φιλιῶν, 
καθάπερ ἐν ἀρχῇ εἴρηται, καὶ καθ' ἑκάστην τῶν μὲν ἐν ἰσότητι φίλων 
ἄντων τῶν δὲ eal ὑπεροχὴν {ποὶ γὰρ ὁμοίως ἀγαθοὶ φίλοι γίνονται καὶ 
ἀμεΐνων χείρονι, ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἡδεῖς καὶ διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον, lodtorres ταῖς 
ὀφελείαις καὶ διαφέροντεε), τοὺρ ἴσους μὲν κατ᾽ ἰσότητα δεῖ τῷ φιλεῖν καὶ 
τοῖς λοιποῖς ἰσάζειν, rove δ᾽ ἀνίσουε τὸ ἀνάλογον ταῖς ὑπεροχαῖε ἀποδιδέναι, 
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1158p. 10. ἄλλοις τε διαφέρειν woddois] ¢.z, they may subsist between bad 


men, they may include many persons. 


CHAPTER VII. 
ARGUMENT, 


Anothe~ clase of friendships it that of the friewdships between wespucts 
between father and con—and generally between elder anal younger ; μῦρα 
Aushand and wife— amd generally between rater and ruled. Thise foientdipy 
differ from cack other—that of parents for children is mat the same ax thet 
raters for ruled ; and, further, the friendship of father for some ἐν wot the seme 
δε that of son for father. or of husband for wife the same ax that of capi fer 
Ausband ; for te goodness and the function of the husband er father are nat It 
same as the goodness and the function of the wife or som, ard the reason Sr 
which each feels friendship to cach are different, Τῆς services renstered ἐγ call 
differing, there will be a fair and lasting friendship whem chidtrem resi 
fo parents, and parents to chsideen, these things which ane due to βακεναῖν wrt 
children respectively, The affiction also im all these frvenstubips δώνων 
unequal: ought to be ‘in proportion’ on each ride—i..¢. the better or the wt 
useful ought to be loved mere than he leves : for whem there is affection ἐπ jer 
fortion so desert then, in a way, equality is produced—egwatity the great mart 
‘of friendship. 

Equality ts wot the some im Justice and im Kricmsii, In fustive jem 
Portionate syuality ἐν of primary, and abvolute equality of rcowdary importioas 
ἐν fricndship abelute equality comes first, and proportionate equality talus the 
second place. This ἐν shown dy the fact that if the distance, εὐῷ, ἐπ gradient 
wealth, between the parties becomes great, they cease ἀρ be Sriemits, or event 
think of cock sther ἂν friends. The clearest case is the relation betwien ts 
gods and men ; other cases are the relation betrocem kings and their sulfite 
cand that between men whe wre very good and very wise and these wee cre coed 
Sor nothing, δ ts impossible to define cxactiy the distance at which people παν 
still be friends : they may still be fotends though the distance £1 ρει να: 
but not if it be that at which the gods stamd from men. Hence the gisestion= 
Whether friend: really with for their frienade the greatest good? Surely they 
do mot wish them te become gods, and to cease to be their fricmads, ie their good. 
Uf τὰ were right in saying that a fricnd wishes good things for hit Fried ἐν 
Nis friend's rae, then his friend must remain sabat he it > ἃ finden will 
the greatest of geod things for hit friend as aman; but perhaps seer 
geod things 3 the very greatest of thane de will wish for hivself. 


b.19, δ τὸ καθ' dmepoxfy] ‘another kind of friendship in whieh the 


persons are unequal '—Peters. 


al 
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διαφέρουσι δ᾽ αὗται καὶ ἀλλήλων] ἡ ¢. a3 well as generally from 11880. 14. 


αἱ ἐν ἰσότητι. 


$2, καὶ τὴν Φίλησιν] Aspasius notices the καί before φίλησιν, ν, 84. 


but scarcely helps us to understand its force—év πάσαις ταῖς ἀρχαῖς 
καὶ τοῖς caf ὑπερβολὴν φιλίαιε ob μόνον τὴν φιλίαν δεῖ εἶνωι ἀνάλογον, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ τὴν φίλησιν καὶ σχεδὸν διὰ τὴν φίλησιν καὶ ἡ φιλία ἔξει 
ἀνάλογον. I would explain as follows—The ἰσότην realised in 
these φιλίοι κυδ' ὑπεροχὴν is not merely that of a fair commercial 
συνύλλαγμα, in which equivalent amounts of different wares are 
exchanged; itis the ledge of φιλία (Ὡς superior docs not give 
merely assistance in return for the equivalent amount of respect 
which he receives from the inferior; he gives φίλησις as well— 
since he is the other's ¢itos—and expects a proper return of 
φίλησις, The muwual exchange of φίλησις between the superior 
and inferior is indeed more characteristic of their friendship than 
the exchange of assistance and respect—materially necessary 
though the later exchange may be to their ‘friendship? But 
in this mutual exchange of φίλησις the difference between superior 
and inferior must not be lost sight of—oloy (here = 4, δ, not ¢.4%) 
τὸν ἀμείνω (sc. διῖ) μᾶλλον φιλεῖσθαι ἣ φιλεῖν. 


8.8.1 The essential thing in Justice is that every man shall 5.50. 


get his due whatever that happens to be; the essential thing in 
Friendship is equality. Justice does not care how unequal the 
persons are, but gives them their duc shares; whereas strict 
equality between the persons is required by the highest kind 
of Friendship, and although there are Friendships so-called in 
a secondary sense (δευτέρως Ὁ, 33), viz. αἱ καθ᾽ ὑπεροχήν in which 
the absence of strict equality is compensated for by ‘ proportionate 
‘equality,’ yet this compensation is possible only within certain 
Timits. If the real inequality becomes very great φιλία also 
becomes impossible. See the Par, ad Joc, ἐὰν κατ᾽ ἀξίαν καὶ ἀνάλογον. 
γίνηται ἡ διανομὴ δικαία ἐστί, κἂν σφύδρα τῷ πυσῷ διαφέρει οὐδὲν κωλύει 
τὸν τοῦ δικαίον σώζεσθοι λόγον, εἰ δὲ κατὰ τὸ ποσὸν ἴση εἴη καὶ μὴ 
ἀνάλογον οὗ δύναται εἶνοι δικαία" ἐπὶ δὲ rie φιλίαρ ἀνόπαλιν arr. Cf 
Grant's good note ad ὡς. 


$4. διάστημα] τὸ κοτὰ ποσὸν ἴσον is primary in Friendship, b. a3. 


otherwise Friendship would not be destroyed by διάστημα, 


μω. 
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1580.95. ἐπὶ τῶν ϑεῶν] Fritzsche compares Jf, Af, il, 11. 1208 b. 30 
ἄτοπον γὸρ ἂν εἴη, εἶ vis φαίη φιλεῖν τὸν Δία. 

1180 6. 4. ᾧὮ δ. of φίλοι] Rameauer and Susemihl bracket οἱ, The former 
however suspects the words dwe rior οἱ φίλοι. Byw. suggests ἢ 
φιλία for ol φίλοι, thus getting a subject for μένει ; see Contrib. 
Pp. 60. 


5.8... §6, of γὰρ φίλοι ἀγαθά) sc, εἶσι, not ax Zell and Fritzsche 
suggest, βούλονται, See Rassow, Forsch. p, 67. Rassow (followed 
by Sus. and Byw,) reads οὐ (with Kb, MY, ΤῊ for οὐδέ before γὰρ 
ὅτι 8. 7. 


9.22, αὐτῷ γὰρ μάλισθ᾽ κτλ. ] Asp, says ἃ δ' ἐξῆν λέγει φάσκων τὸν τῷ 
φίλον αἰτῷ μάλιστα βούλεσθαι τἀγαθά, οὐ περὶ τῶν τὴν πρώτην φιλίων τ 
ἐχόντων εἴρηται, ἀλλὰ περὶ τῶν ὁμωνύμως λεγομένων φίλων" λέγει δ' τῷ 
ἑξῆς τὴν αἰτίαν δε ἣν οἱ πολλοὶ βούλοντοι φιλεῖσθαι μᾶλλον ἧ φιλιεῖν κατὰ, τατον 
Fritzsche also thinks that the inferior friendships are here referred 
to. But see 2. Δ᾽. ix. 8, where the conclusion is reached—riewme 


μὲν ἀγαθὸν δεῖ φίλαντον εἶναι, 


CHAPTER VIII. 
Anousent. 


Most men are ambitious of the honour of being loved wore than they koe 
(this ἐκ τοὴν the majority of men love flatterers) ; being loved ἐκ wery meaniy the 
same thing, én these view, as being honowred ; and te ἐφ hemeeered ix sobat thee 
majority of men strive after, But honour tx wot sought for ἐμοῦ; The 
majority of men take Slearwre im receiving it from persons whe have swe ire 
their power, becwuse they receynise it as the sign of the advantages which thoy 
hope for ; while others seck to be honoured by good wem whe ane commetiaeurt af 
goodness, in order that they may have confirmation of their oven gowt apiuion 
about themcelves, ΤῸ be leved, ov the other hand, gives wae pleasure im ἐμεῖς 
Accordingly ἐν be ἰντνι és 6 better thing, it would seem, than ἐν te Aononered and 
friendship is something i itself choiceworthy. But by “friendship” we meme 
“loving rather than * being loved.’ The love of mothers for their γασῳ 
children by whow they cannot be loved in return may help us ἴϑ 400 that friend 
ship conrists tm loving rather than in being loved: this bring 20, and these whe 
τεῖνον their friends’ being praised, it follows that loving ame dnetier! fi the 
virtue of friends ; and those who do this ὧν proportion te desert are lasting 
Srienls. tt is by this loving. in proportion ta desert that these wha are nat 
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wats may δὲ wade equals and τὸ friends. Hguatity and similarity is Fréend= 
(Pespecially similarity im Virtue, Virtuous men are stable im thewselver, 
@ remaie stable friends ἐν ene another, neither seeking for themscloes, nor 
thing ene another to, anything that is evil—noy, trying to keep ene another 
fof etl But wicket men have no ταδί ιν, They do not remain tong the 
wwe; they Décome friends τὸ one another for a short time, pleased with one 
erher’s reichedmess. Those whose friendship is for wtitity or pleasure remain 
‘end imger—that ἐτ, αν long as advantage or pleasure it fortheomings 

The friemdihip of utility seems especially ἐν arise out of contraries—e, g. it 
thes between rich men and poor men, between the man who knows and the 
tue mie ἐρ ignorant. Under this head t00 may be brought that berween lover 
ol belowed, bettoeen one who st beautiful and one who it plain. Hence levers 
metioncs weake themselves ridieulous by expeating te be loved ἂν much ar they 
% although they are not equally loveable, But perhaps the ome contrary does 
(seek the other ax such, but only per accidens—the mean deing the real 
(ect of derére: for the mean is good ; thus the goo for the‘ dry” is not ts be- 
me τινε, but ἐν reach the wean, 


EL, ὑπερεχόμενος γὰρ φίλος ὁ κόλαξ] We see from this that the 1150 », 14, 
ἄλογον ὑπερεχόμενον of viii. 6. 6 effects the equality required in 
endship by rendering more love than he receives. 


προσποιεῖται τοιοῦτος] Bekker's εἶναι aller τοιοῦτον, omitted by a. 15. 
fw., seems to have no MS. authority. NC reads προσποιεῖται, 
(eure, 


8:3] Grant compares 2, N.i. 5. δ. 8.17. 


§§ 3.9. τῷ φιλᾶσθαι δὲ Kal! οὐτὸ χαίρουσιν κιτιλ᾿] Sce the Par, 0. 25. 
(Moe, ἔστι δὴ ob μόνον τὸ φιλεῖσθαι δι᾿ ἑαντὸ αἱρετόν, ἀλλὰ κοὶ τὸ φιλεῖν, 
ἱπολλῷ μᾶλλον, ὅσῳ βέλτιον. ‘To be loved is better than to be 
moured. Thus φιλία, looked at even on its passive side, stands 
ry high in the scale of human good things. But active love is its 
te mark—orri δ' ἐν τῷ φιλεῖν μᾶλλον ἢ ἐν τῷ φιλεῖσθοι εἶναι (ἢ 3). 
he ἐνέργεια of τὸ φιλῶν, proceeding from the virtuous ἕξιε of φιλία, 
ings the good man, gud φίλος, into “the intelligible world’ of 
tive reason, as distinguished from the region of passive feeling. 
‘we consider in this connexion the doctrine which Aristotle shares 
th Plato, that reason in all {ts flights is moved and sustained by 
fe, we can sce what a high place in the Aristotelian Metaphysic 
Ethics φιλία occupies. Here, however, its place is merely 
Micated ; in Book ix it is more accurately determined. Cf I. Δί. 
11, 1240 Ὁ, ὁ ἔστι δὲ βίλτιον τὸ φιλεῖν ἢ τὸ φιλεῖσθαι" τὸ μὲν yap 
Aiv ἐνέργειά rue ἡδονὴν καὶ ἀγαθέν, ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ φιλεῖσθαι οὐδεμία τῷ 


ls ᾿ 
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1256 0,25, φιλουμένῳ ἐνέργεια γέγνετειν" ὅτι δὲ Brier τὸ γνωρίζειν ἢ γνωρίζεσθονν., 


ἔτι τὸ αὐποιητικὸν εἶναι βέλτιον ἢ μῇ' ὁ μὲν οὖν φιλῶν εὐπειητικὸν ᾧ GAs, 
ὁ δὲ φιλούμενος f φιλεῖται of. Cf Aspasius on viii, 8. 3 ἔστι μὲν οὖν 
ἡ φιλία ἐν τῷ φιλεῖν καὶ φιλεῖσθαν μᾶλλον δὲ δοκεῖ ἐν τῷ φιλεῖν εἶναι ἢ ἐν 
τῷ φιλεῖσθαι" ἡ γὰρ ἐνέργεια ἑκατέρων τῶν φίλων dv τῷ φιλεῖν, τὸ δὲ 
φιλεῖσθαι οὐκ ἔστιν αὐτοῦ ἐνέργεια' ἕκαστον δὲ περὶ ἐκεῖνό ἐστε περὶ ὁ ἔχα 
τὴν ἐνέργειαν. 

§ 4.] ‘Those who actively love their friends are praised; 80, loving 
is the true viriue of friends. See £.N. \. 1. 19 τῶν feuw δὲ τὰν 
ἐπαινετὰς ἀρετὰς λέγομεν. 

ξ δ. οὕτω 8 ἄν κτλ ἄνισοι are equalised τῷ φιλεῖν ἀνάλογον 
thus 
ὑπερέχωι 


ὑπερεχόμενοε 21 τοῦ ὑπερεχομένου φϑησιε : κἡὶ τοῦ ὑπερέχοστον 
φίλησις, 
τῶν nor’ ἀρετήν) ‘sc. Pow" (Ramsauer); but it seems better to 
understand ὁμοίων. 


ἀλλ᾽ ὡς εἰπεῖν wai] ‘nay rather, I ought to say ...' 


§ 7. ἀλλὰ κατὰ συμβεβηκός] οὐ γάρ, καϑὺ φιλοῦσιν ἄλληλα, ἐναντία, 
ἐστίν, ἀλλὰ συμβέβηκεν αὐτοῖς ἐναντίοις εἶναι" καὶ γὰρ ὅ πένηε ἐρᾷ τοῦ 
πλουσίου ὅτι ὠφέλιμός ἐστιν αὐτῷ cat χρήσιμον (Paraph.). 


ἡ δ᾽ ὄρεξις τοῦ μέσου ἐστίν: τοῦτο γὰρ ἀγαϑόν] Cf B.N.i 6.9% 
ἀρετῆ...., ὥσπερ καὶ ἦ φύσα, τοῦ μέσου ἂν εἴη στοχαστική, * Corre- 
spondence with environment’ is the law of life. 


CHAPTER IX. 
ARGUMENT, 


The sphore of justice and of friendship is the same, Bvery association or 
common sndertaking hax its Kind of justice, and conceguently ite kind of 
frieniiskip. Thus men speak of their fellowssoidiers as their ‘friemds” As far 
‘as their common undertaking extends, so far does their friendship extend. Tax 
the prower’s " Friends have things it common’ tr fete. 

Brothers and comrades have all things in comoeson : ather friends eave mert 
or less in common, for some fricadships are greater than others } amd ἂν he 
Sriendships vary, 10 does the justice in each case. The fustice whith αὶ parent 
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κει te his child differs from that which brothers ome ome another—or, ἀφαΐπι, 
canorades—er fellow-citioens : injustice is aggravated in proportion as it is done 
fe @ nearer friend. This shows that justice and friendship have the same 


iphere. 

A associations or common undertakings are parts of the great asveciation of 
the Commonvatth. as the association of the Commonwealth sprang up and ἐπ 
muairained in order ἔν secure tie commen ood of its members, 39 each of there 
particuber associations exists in order to secure some particular geod. It it the 
enmtavort ood (fdlentical with that which és just) which legislators aime at ; the 
νέον" associations aim at some particular good—e.g, business arreciations at 
swaith, military snwciations at victory. There are other asseciations again 
τράξεὰ are for pleasure—clubs, and guilds, and festivads én which the worship of 
ithe gots ts combined with relaxation : tt ἐξ 10 be moted that the anctent reitgic 
assemblies tere harvest festivats, for the time immediately after harvest wat the 
Hime at which people had most leisure. These azsoviations then for worship and 
relaxation are parts of the great association of the Commonwealth which looks 
not fa the astoantage of the πτλο μονα of the whole of ἡγε. Each of these 
sexsociationes has ἐξα own hired of friends! 


$1, ἐν ἀρχῇ] viii. 2. 4, according to Asp. 159 b. 25, 


ἂν τοῖς αὐτοῖς} “between the same persons’: see Asp.—dv τοῖς b, 20, 
αὐτοῖν" οἷον φιλία ἐστὶν ἐν τοῖς (owe)orpariirase . « . ἀλλὰ καὶ wept {τὰ} 
αὐτά" περὶ τὰ στρατιωτικὰ γάρ er. 


καὶ γὰρ τὸ δίκαιον] τε, ἐπὶ τοσοῦτόν ἐστι ral! ὅσον κοινωνοῦσι Ὁ. 80. 
ΟΝ 

$B. τῷ μᾶλλον πρὸς φίλους εἶναι] πρωθυστέρωε ἀντὶ τοῦ τῷ πρὸν 1100 0, 4. 
φίλουε μᾶλλον εἶναι (Coraes). 

αὔξεσθαι δὲ πέφυκεν ἅμα τῇ φιλίᾳ καὶ τὸ δίκαιον] διαφέρει τὸ ἐν «. 7. 
τοῖς ὀδελφοῖς δίωαιον καὶ τὸ ἐν τοῖς λοιποῖς, αὔξησιν δὲ λαμβάνει τὸ δίκαιον 
τῷ μᾶλλον πρὸς φίλους γίνεσθον βουλόμενον δὲ τοῦτο δεῖξαι ἐκ τοῦ ἐναντίου 
ἀειχειρεῖν εἰ γὰρ δεινότερον τὸ χρημάτων ἀποστερῆσαι ἑταῖρον ἢ πολίτην, καὶ 
τὸ πρὸς φίλους γινόμενον δίκαιον Kol κρεῖττόν ἐστιν, εἰ δ' αὔξεται ἡ φιλία, 
αὔξεται καὶ τὸ δίκοιον we ἐν τοῖν αὐτοῖς ἄντα (Asp.). 

$§ 4,5, 87 Since, ἐν κοινωνίᾳ ἡ φιλία (ἢ r), the various associations ἃ. 8. 
{κοινωνίαι) included in the commonwealth {πολιτικὴ κοινωνία), all of 
them subserving its end—the public good, by means of their own 
‘special ends (whether these special ends be described as useful or 
pleasant), involve their corresponding friendships. 


ξ 4. καὶ ἡ πολιτικὴ δὲ κοινωνίο τοῦ συμφέροντος χάριν δοκεῖ καὶ ἐξ 4.1}. 
ἀρχῆς συνελθεῖν καὶ διαμένειν] Zell and Fritzsche remind us that this 


Ml 
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2100 « 11, is not a complete statement of Aristotle's theory of the origin and 


a17, 


a1. 


maintenance of society, and refer to Pol. ili. 4. 1278, 20 φύσει μὲν 
ἐστιν ἄνθρωπος ζῷον πολιτικόν διὸ καὶ μηδὲν δεόμενοι τῆς wap" ἀλλήλων 
βοηθεῖον οὐκ ἔλαττον ὀρέγονται τοῦ συζῆν οὐ μὴν ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ κοινῇ συμφέρον 
συνόγει, καθ᾽ ὅσον ἐπιβόλλει μέρος ἑκάστῳ τοῦ ζῆν καλῶς, Ramsauer refers 
to Poli. αν 1252 Ὁ. 29 γινομένη τοῦ ζῆν ἕνεκεν, οὖσα δὲ τοῦ οὖ ζῆν, Of 
also Pol, iii, δ. 12B0 ἃ, 25. οἱ μὲν γὰρ τῶν κτημάτων χάριν ἐκοινώφησι, 
καὶ συνῆλθον͵ τοσοῦτον μετέχουσι τῆς πόλεωε ὅσονπερ τὸ τῆς κτήσφων' Gof 
ὁ τῶν ὀλιγαρχικῶν λόγου δόξειεν ἂν ἰσχύειν «ν΄. εἶ δὲ μῆτε τοῦ ζῆν μόνον 
ἕνεκεν, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον τοῦ εὖ ζῇν... μῆτε συμμοχίαν ἕνεκεν, ὅπωε bet 
μηδενὸς ἀδικῶνται, μήτε διὰ τὰς ἀλλαγὰς καὶ τὴν χρῆσιν τὴν πρὸς MAE 
λοὺς . . « περὶ δ᾽ ἀρετῆς καὶ κακίας πολιτικῆς διασκοποῦσιν, ὅτε, 
τίζουσιν εὐνομίας κτλ, Comparing the passage before us (4. Δ᾽, vin, 
9. 4) with the passages quoted from the Politics we observe (x) that 
according to Aristotle's complete theory other and more powerful 
causes than the perception of material advantage brought men into 
social union, and keep them in it; and (2) that τὸ κοινῇ συμφόρων 
isa wide expression including τὸ καλόν, and not to be identified with 
the ‘useful’ as distinguished from the ‘noble and good” 


οἱ νομοθέται στοχάζονται] Of #, NV. ve τ. 23. 


φασιν] so Aristotle himself—Pol. ill, 4. 1279 8. 27 φανερὸν τοίνυν 
be ὅσαι piv πολιτεῖαι τὸ κοινῇ συμφέρον σκοποῦσιν, αὗται μὲν ἀρθοὶ ve 
χάνουσιν οὖσαι κατὰ τὸ ἁπλῶς δίκαιον. 


§ δ. πόλεως ὀρεγόμενοι] as colonists or as exiles—Ramsauer. 


ἕνιαι 82 τῶν κοινωννῶν Bi ἡδονὴν δοκοῦσι γίνεσθαι] The Pax. 
takes pains to show that even those δββοοίδιϊοης which seem 10 
have pleasure as their end, ultimately subserve τὸ καινῇ συμφέρων, 
because ἀναπαύσεις μεθ᾽ ἡδονῆς are necessary to the proper perform 
ance of earnest work. τινὲρ δὲ τῶν κοινωνιῶν τοῦ ἡδέοῳ Ilene... 
ὥσπερ ἢ τῶν διασωτῶν κοινωνία καὶ ἦ τῶν ἐρανιστῶν, «- edd αὖται δὲ ploy 
εἰσὶ τὴν πολιτικῆν᾽ τάττονται γὸρ κοὶ αὗται πρὸς τὸ κοινῇ συμφέρον ὑπὸ τὴν 
monn καὶ γὸρ οὐ μόνον ὃ viv ἐστὶ συμφέρων ζητεῖ" ἀλλὰ καὶ ὃ νῦν pir 
οὐ συμφέρει, συνοίσει δέ, καὶ τοῦτο διώκνε.,, « » διὰ τοῦτο θυσίας τε εἰσήγαγε 
καὶ συνόδονε καὶ συνουσίας μεθ᾽ ἡδονῇε καὶ πόνων ἀναπαύσειε" μετὰ γὰρ τὰς 
τῶν capri συγκομιδὰς of re σύνοδοι ἐγίνοντο καὶ αἱ θυσίαι, ἀπαρχαΐ τύπτε 
οὖσαι" μάλιστα γὰρ ἐν τούτοις ἐσχόλαζον τοῖς xapois διὰ δὴ τούτων rie 
κοινωνιῶν τὸ τε θεῖον ἵλεων αὐτοῖς ἐγίνετο, 6 συνοίσειν ἐδόκει, καὶ tral 
ἀναπανόμενοι, νεαροὶ τῶν ὑπὲρ τοὺ συμφέροντος πόνων ἤστοντο. Διὰ τοῦτα 
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φοίνετοι ὅτι πᾶσα κοινωνία, καὶ ἢ ἡδένε ὄνεκα γινομένη, eat ἡ τοῦ συμ- 1100 α. 19. 
φίρωντοι, τὸ σνμφίρον ἔσχατον ἔχει τέλος, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο πᾶσαι μέρη εἰσὶ 
τὴν πολισικῆε, 
ϑιασωτῶν καὶ ἐρανιστῶν] “ΤῊΣ members of religious guilds and 
social clubs,” The θίασος was a guild of persons who danced 
along the streets in procession, and joined in sacrificial feasts in 
honour of a god—especially Bacchus, An ἔρανον was ἃ social club 
in which each member made his contribution (συμβολή) to the 
common fund. 


θυσίας τε ποιοῦντες xx.) Fritzsche (followed by Grant) omits a. 23, 
Bekker’ fall stop after συνονσίων, makes the words οὗ γάρ ἃ. 21a. 23 
τὸν βίον parenthetical, and refers the participles ποιοῦντεε &e. to 
soorrol implied in κοινωνιῶν above. 

Michelet refers them to qudcea καὶ δημόται, regarding ἔνιαι a. τ9-- 
ἃ. 23 τὸν βίον as parenthetical. [ am more inclined to adopt 
‘Susemihl’s suggestion that something has dropped out between τὸν 
βίον and Sveias rea. 23; perhaps, as Bywater suggests (see Journ, 
Philol. vol. xvii. p. 69), ἔνιαι δὲ τῶν εοινωνιῶν δὲ ἡδονὴν δοκοῦσι γίνεσθαι, 
Cal) διασωτῶν καὶ ἐρανεστῶν" οὗτοι γὸρ θυσίας ἕνεκα καὶ συνουσίας a. το, 20. 
‘The point of the passage is excellently brought out by Peters— 
* But all these associations seem to be subordinate to the association 
of citizens ; for the association of citizens seems to have for its aim, 
not the interests of the moment, but the interests of our whole life, 
even when ils members celebrate festivals and hold gatherings on 
such occasions, and render honour to the gods, and provide 
recreation and amusement for themselves.” And ina note he adds— 
*Tt is the institution of the State which gives a permanent signi- 
ficance to these amusements of a day.’ 


CHAPTER Χ. 


AgGumEnt. 


Comstitetions are of three species—Aingly rule, aristocracy, and timecracy, 
Mn cack of these the end of government ἐν the common good. But there is, care 
responding to each of these three, a degraded form in zwhich the good of the 
governing power ix wate the end of government. Taws tyranny is the degra- 
dation of hingly rule—the tyrant is the bad king whe rales for his own 

VOL. Mh x 


ha 


2160 6.3}, 


a. 84, 


».9, 


ν,8. 
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advantage ; oligarchy, of artstocracy—the few, who are rich, rule im the ἀπόστα 
of their own class; and democracy, of tisvocracy—the moderate sraperty gait 
cation recognised in timocracy is abolished. Of these degraded form tyreamp 

ἐν the worst, hecawse ἐ bs the contrary of the best—Bingly τὴν; ant domeceay 
ἃ the least bad, for it docs wot involve very great declension frame timacray 
since timocracy itself ts the rule of the many—i.¢. of these whe are epmalsis 
virtue of coming up to a moderate property qualification. 

Of ail these constitutional formes swe have analogues in the Family. Te 
rilation of the father to Ais children corresponds te kingly rwke—thur, Heme 
calls Zeus, Fathers and whereas in Persia, a father treats Nir children αι 
slaves we have α relation which corresponds to tyranny. The relation ketene 
Austand and whfe corresponds to aristocracy. for the AuusSand rules the wii 
those things in which his superiority entitles him to rule Ser ; zokere he tekesel 
power into his ewom hands his rte becomes like oligarchy > sometimes again ὧν 
domestic oligarchy is that of the wife, if she be am heiress, The relation betwen 
brothers corresponds to timocrascy * brothers are equals except ὧν v0 far = α' 
makes a difference. The analogue of democrecy is, for the most part, fonndix 
Aouseholds which are without a head or where the ruler is weak emi te 
members are allowed ἐν do ar they please. 


§ 1. πολιτείας 8 ἐστὶν εἴδη τρία, ἴσαι δὲ καὶ πορεκβάσειρ] Soe Pil 
iii, δ. 1279 ἃ. 22 sqq. and Pod. iv. 2. 1289 ἃ, 26. Grant wt 
Ramsauer think that this chaptegcan hardly have been written at 
the Politics: see their notes ad loc, 


πολιτείαν 8° αὐτήν καὶ, ‘constitutional government’ (Petes) 
Ἢ ἀκ τιμημάτων is called πλουτοκροτία in Xen, Mem. iv. 6. 12. 


§ 3. μὴ τοιοῦτος] μὴ αὐτάρκη. 


κληρωτὸς ἄν τις εἴη βασιλεύς} Fritzsche supposes the reference 
to be to the αἰσυμνήτηρ mentioned in Pol. iil. 9. 285 ἃ, 31,0 
αἱρετὸν τύραννοι. But Coraes is more probably right with κληραῖς 
ἂν τις εἴη βοσιλεύς, καθάπερ 5 πρῶτος τῶν ἐννέα κληρωγῶν ἄνχόνταν 
πΑθήνῃσιν ἐπωνομέζετο βασιλεύς. Peters and Ramsaner adopt ths 
interpretation, the latter quoting Plato, Poltf. 29% A τούτονε ve yew 
τοὺς κληρωτοὺν βασιλέος ἅμο καὶ ἱερέας, and 290 E καὶ δὴ καὶ σῳ 
ὑμῖν... τῷ λαχόντι βασιλεῖ φασὶ τῇδε τὰ σεμνότατα καὶ μάλιστα πάτημα. 
τῶν ἀρχαίων θυσιὼν ἀποδεδόσθαι 

All recorded sources except Ob and NC read § after ey: ὅδε 
reading requires μᾶλλον to be supplied: see the Paraph. ὁ δὲ μὴ 
obras ἔχων «ληρωτὺε μᾶλλον ὧν ris εἴη ἢ βασιλεύε. 


καὶ φανερώτερον ἐπὶ ταύτης ὅτι χειρίστη] According to Ramsaver 
and Peters this means that it is more evident from an inspection of 


el 
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τυραννίς that it is the worst, than it is evident from an inspection of 160, 8. 


βασιλεία that it is the best form of government. Surely this is not 
the meaning. Nothing can be more evident, on Aristotle's principles, 
than that βυσιλεία is the best form of government. The comparison 
in φανερώτερον is between the worst of the ὀρθαὶ πολιτεῖαι, viz, rysoxparia 
{see above, 1160 ἃ. 36 χειρίστη δ᾽ ἡ τιμοκρωτία), and the worst of the 
παρεκβάσεις, viz. τυραννίς. The latter is quite plainly the worst on 
its side because it is ἐναντίον to βοσιλεία which is the best of all 
forms ; whereas it is not so plain that ryioxperda is the worst on its 
‘side, because the difference between it and βασιλεία does not amount 
το drerriérns. 


8.8. μετοβαίνει] impersonal = 4 μεταβολὴ γίνεται, according to b.10. 


Ramoaucr; but the Paraph. makes ἡ πολιτεία the subject—a con- 
‘struction supported by ῥᾷστα μεταβαίνουσιν at the end of the present 
section. 


καὶ ἢ τιμοκρατία] ἡ . timocracy, ax well ax democracy, is ἃ b.18. 


government of the many: see Pol. ili. 5, 1279 ἃ. 37 ὅταν δὲ τὸ 


πλῆθος πρὸς τὸ κοινὸν πολιγεύηται συμφέρον, καλεῖται τὸ κοινὸν ὄνομα 
ποσῶν τῶν πολιτειῶν, πολιτεία, 


παρεκβαίνει] taken transitively in the Jud. Arist, and by the b. 20. 


Ramsauer, and Fritzsche, The term παρέκβασις scems 
to have been derived from the terminology of music: see Τ᾿ 2. u. 
9. 1241 Ὁ, 28 πολιτεῖαι... καὶ αἱ ὀρθαὶ καὶ al mapenBdous’ ἔστι γὰρ 
τὸ οὐτὸ ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀρμονεῶν καὶ τῶν ἐν ταῖς πολιτείαις : and Pol. Θ. 
J- 1343 ἃ. 22 εἰσὶ δ' ὥσπερ οὐτῶν al ψυχαὶ παρεστραμμένοι τῆς κατὰ 
φύσιν ἔξει, οὕτω al τῶν ἁρμονιῶν παρεκβάσεις εἰσί, καὶ τῶν μελῶν 
τὰ σύντοανι καὶ πορακεχρωσμένα : on which see Susemihl’s Ariz, 
Politik, note 1098. 

Democracy is the least evil of the debased forms {ἥκιστα δὲ μοχϑη-. 
ράν ἐστι ἡ δημοκρατία), because it arises out of a form in which the 
governing body is large, In timocracy the governing body, being 
the majority of the people, governs for the good not of itself— 
the majority—but for the good of the whole State, the minority 
included. In democracy the majority governs for its own good, 
‘and neglects the rights of the minority. But still in democracy 
the rights and interests of the majorsfy, at least, are attended to; 
‘whereas in tyranny and oligarchy, where the governing body is 
very small, the majority is oppressed. On the principle there- 

x2 
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1100». 90, fore of ‘the greatest good of the greatest number,’ the deflection 
implied in tyranny or oligarchy is a much more serous el 
than that implied in democracy. But extremes meet. There ὃ 
ἃ form of Democracy in which everything is determined by ψηφίνν 
pore, and not by νόμος, This form of Democracy, which Artsoie 
(Pol, A. 4. 1292 a. 4 sqq-) compares to tyranny, must be excepted 
from the application of the judgment ἥκιστα δὲ μοχϑηράν dem ὁ 
δημοκρατία, and may have been present to the mind of Aspasi 
when he wrote—el ra6* αὑτὸ σκοπήσεις, χείρω ἂν εὑρήσειν τὴν tae 
«ρατέαν τῶν ἑτέρων" εἰ γὰρ ἐν τῇ ϑημοιρατίᾳ wire ἄρχουσιν, ἦν ἡ 
τυραννίδι καὶ ὀλιγαρχίᾳ, τῇ μὲν ἀλίγοι, τῇ δὲ εἶν᾽ χεῖρον δὲ ἔστι τὴ 
πολλοὺς φαύλονε ἄρχειν ἢ «αὶ ὀλίγουε ἢ καὶ ἔνα, 


ν, 31. μάλισθ᾽ οὕτως] ‘These then are the ways in whieh the sewnl 
constitutions are most apt to change’ (Peters); ‘most apt’ for, 
there are other ways, as Aristotle himself points out im Pal® 
“4. tyrannies sometimes arise directly out of oligarchies ot 
democracies democracies directly out of tyrannieg. See Ram 
sauer ad loc. 


v.22. §4, ὁμοιώματα 8 αὐτῶν καὶ οἷον παραδείγματα] ‘analogues ant 
as it were, patterns.” 

‘The parallels drawn in ἐδ 4, 5 and 6 differ in value aal 
suggestivencss. Those drawn between the normal conjugal me 
lation and aristocracy, and the abnormal conjugal relation ant 
oligarchy are perhaps more ingenious than useful; bur on the 
other hand, those drawn between the father and the king, between 
the master and the tyrant, between brothers and the membest 
of a timocracy or democracy, rest upon a true view of the pam) 
history of socicty. 

The clan or village-community with its Chief (Saoete) is the 
expansion of the house with its Father: see Pol. i. 1. 15 bit 
ἡ κώμη ἀποικία οἰκίαν... obs καλοῦσί vives ἀμογδλακταν walle Ὁ al 
παίδων παῖδας. διὸ καὶ τὸ πρῶτον ἐβασιλεύοντο αἱ πόλεις, καὶ νῦν ὅτι τὰ 
fam ἐκ Βασιλενομένων γὰρ συνῆλθον" πᾶσα γὰρ οἱκία βασιλεύαται tek 
τοῦ πρεσβυτάτου" ὥστε καὶ αἱ ἀποικίαι διὰ τὴν συγγένειαν, Of, Pols 
δ' 1259 Ὁ. τὸ ἡ δὲ τῶν τέκνων ἀρχὴ βασιλική" τὸ γὰρ γεννῆσαν πὰ 
κατὰ φύσιν ἄρχον καὶ κατὰ πρεσβείαν ἐστίν, ὅπερ ἐστὶ βασιλιαῆα εἶδος 
ἀρχῆς, διὸ καλῶς Ὅμηρον τὸν Δία προσηγόρευσεν, εἰσ ὧν 

ποτὴρ ἀνδρῶν τε θεῶν re 
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| τὸν βανιλέα τούτων dndvraw Φύσει γὰρ τὸν βασιλέα διαφέρειν piv δεῖ͵, 100d. 22. 
| τῷ γένει δ᾽ εἶναι τὸν αὐτόν" ὅπερ πέπονθε τὸ πρεσβύτερον πρὸς τὸ νεώτεμον 
| «οἱ ὁ γεννῆσοε πρὸε τὸ τέκνον. It is only, however, while a com- 
munity remains small that the patriarchal kingship is possible; 
and im the Hellenic world, when Aristotle wrote, it had long 
‘become a thing of the past, Monarchy now existed chiefly in the 
form of tyranny, where the monarch was able to coerce a mixed 
and divided mass of subjects, as a master coerces his slaves. 
‘Greek communities, when they became too large to submit to the 
Τοῖς of the patriarchal chief, naturally beeame aristocracies and 
limocracies; that is—the customs (duor) which had grown up 
under the rule of the patriarchal chief, continued to govern the 
community after the disappearance of that rule. These customs 
expressed originally what kinsmen deemed due to one another 
fm their various relations. It is true that on the disappearance, 
im a large community, of the lively sense of kinship which 
them, the customs underwent many transformations in 
with a changing environment: but in all their 
transformations they continued to give merely new expression 
to that social sense—that communis senses, which, wide as its scope 
may become, can always be traced back to the feelings of near 
kinsmen—members of the same village, descended from brothers, 

members of the same family—maider καὶ παίδων aides. 

Aristocracy and timocracy represent different stages in the 
evolution of the primitive association of brothers, First we have 
the preponderating influence of the ‘elder branches’; then power 
becomes more equally distributed among all the ‘kinsmen,’ as 
population increases, and wealth becomes diffused. In other 
words —the aristocratic families whose local power made the 
central rule of the patriarchal chief impossible, continued to 

| exercise that power till new families became influential and 
| competed with them. In this evolution however from aristocracy 
to timocracy there is no break in continuity. The old customs 
inherited from the patriarchal period are slowly changed. But 
either in aristocracy or in timocracy force may break with old 
customs and introduce disorder. Hence oligarchy or democracy. 
Tf aristocracy does not, with increasing population and wealth, 
pass naturally into timocracy, it is because circumstances have 
aggrandised certain aristocratic families, and made them too 
powerful in a large community the customs of which have ceased 
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1160.22. to be those of the patriarchal or the early aristocratic petiol 
‘Timocracy becomes democracy chiefly under stress of population 
and poverty, when the old customs fail to meet the new circum 
stances, and the many poor take it into their own hands τὸ 
alter the old customs more or less rudely. But a democrscr 
which springs from timocracy, the development of aristecricy, 
is obviously much better than one which springs from oligarchy, 
the παρένβασιρ of aristocracy. The former democracy i alter 
all of the nature of an inevitable development; the latter implies 
a break in continuity and a revolution, followed soon by + 
* Saviour of Society’ in the shape of a tyrant. 


v.31, διαφερόντων] The slave is φύσει a slave: he differs from te 
free man as the body differs from the soul; see Pof. i 2. t254h 
16 ὅσοι μὲν οὖν τοσοῦτον διεστᾶσιν ὅσον ψυχὴ σώματος καὶ ἅνόρνεαι 
ϑηρίον, διάκεινται τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον, ὅσων ἐστὶν ἔργον ἢ τοῦ σύγσα 
χρῆσις, καὶ τοῦτ᾽ ἔστ᾽ de’ αὐτῶν βέλτιστον, οὔτοι μὲν σαὶ φύσει ene 
ole βέλτιόν ἐστιν ἄρχεσθοι τούτην τὴν ἀρχῆν, εἴπερ ἀεὶ vols sipqubwe 
Fort γὰρ φύσει δοῦλος ὁ δυνάμενος ἄλλον εἶναι" διὸ καὶ Tov dort {iit 
he is not ἃ Person)- καὶ ὁ κοινωνῶν λόγον τοσοῦτον ὅσον αἰσϑένταξα, 
ἀλλὰ μὴ ἔχειν" τὰ γὰρ ἄλλα ζῷα οὗ λόγον αἰσθωνόμενα, ἀλλὰ παδῆρον 
ὑπηρατεῖ, καὶ ἢ χρείο δὲ παραλλάττει μιαρόν" ἢ γὰρ πρὸς τέρμα 
τῷ σώματι βοήθεια γίνεται παρ᾽ ὠμφοῖν, wapd πε τῶν δούλων κοὶ empl 
τῶν ἡμέρων ζῴων. βούλεται μὲν οὖν ἡ φύσια καὶ τὰ σώματα Calan 
πειεῖν τὰ τῶν ἐλευθέρων καὶ τῶν δούλων, τὸ μὲν ἰσχυρὰ πρὸς τὸν ἀναγοῶν 
χρῆσιν, τὰ δ' ὀρθὰ καὶ ἄχρηστα πρὸε rhe τοιαύτας ἐργασίας, ἀλλὰ χρῆσψα 
πρὸς πολιτικὸν Blov . . . συμβαίνει δὲ πολλάκις καὶ τοὐναντίον και, 


».33. ἢ δ. ἀνδρὸς δὲ καὶ γυναικός] 16. κοινωνία, 
ν. 55, μεθίστησιν σε, τὴν κοινωνίαν, 
ΔΙῚ «.1. ἐπίκληροι] Zell, Fritzsche, and Grant quote Menander in flee 
tration of the Greek feeling about heiresses— 
ὅστις γυνοῖα᾽ ἐπίεληρον ἐπιθυμεῖ λαθεῖν. 
πλοντοῦσαν, ἥτοι μῆνιν ἐκτίνει θεῶν, 
ἡ βωύλετ' ἀτυχεῖν, μακάριος καλούμενοι, 
In Μοὶ, ἢ, 6. 1270 a. 23 the evil consequences arising to conte 
state from the heiresses are noticed—éars δὲ καὶ τῶν qweaucte oxebie 


τῆς πόσην χώραν τῶν πόντε μερῶν τὰ δύο, τῶν τῇ ἀπικλήρων πολλῶν 
γινομένων κιτιλι! sec Newman's note on 1270 ἃ, 3τν 
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ξ 6. οἰκήσεων) ‘Dicuntur autem haud male οἰκήσεις quae non 1101 a. 7, 
sunt οἰκίαι nedum oles’ (Ramsauer), The habitations of wild 
animals are olxjaee: see Ind. Arist. sv. 


CHAPTER ΧΙ. 
Λκούχεντ, 


Sm each of the constitutional forms we find a εερνιαλήρ coextensive with the 
justice involved i the particular form, The friendship of « hing for hit rub 
jects ἐν that of ome who confers the greater benefits. The king sends hit 

Thus Homer calls Agamemnon * The shepherd of the peuple! The friendship 
of « father is of this kind—only. a father confers greater bemefts than a king: 
de confers exisience—thought 60 be the grearest of all—nurture and education 
ueetes too are thought of as conferring these benefits, ‘The father Ἀν 
le rule ovr his children, The king also has a watural right te 
ayaa people, becouse he repreienti the forefather. 

These friendships, being between unequals, involve, tthe the kinds of justice 
carresponding to then * return i proportion to desert": this ir why parents 
eerie omour—the only thing which children can return in an amount pro- 
pertionate to the bensfils which they receive. 

The friendship of husband art wife is the same as that between rulers and 
ruled im an aristocracy. The feiendship between brothers reseeables that between 

for they are equals and belong το the same generation ; and these who 
are such generally feel and are dirposed alike. Now the friendship found ina 
Himecracy is of this kind—its members stard on an cquat footing, and tabe 
στε in holding office. But in the degraded forms, as justive exists to @ small 
extent, 50 does friendship, When ruler and ruied hove nothing in common 
there is mo friendship betrooen theme, for there ἦν me justive : the relation between 
them is like that better workman and tool, soul ard body, master and slave : 
the save ἔν ἃ loing toot: one cannot make ἃ stave, qui slave, a' friend! any 
more tham one can te * just” to him : although qui man he may be the objecs of 
fesemsichip and justice. 

Jo byraumics there ts very Hitle foientship a very tittle justice: 
democracies mare than im the other degraded formas : for im democracies men = 
equal, seed 30 have neuch in commen. 


GL φιλία φαίνεται, ἐφ᾽ ὅσον καὶ τὸ δίκαιον) {, “. φιλία subsists 1161 «. 10, 
between those only whose relations to one another are regulated 
by νόμον : off ELM. ν. δ. 4 τοῦτο δ᾽ (i.e, τὸ πολιτικὸν δίκαιον) ἔστιν 
πὶ κοινωνῶν βίων phe τὸ εἶνοι αὐτάρκειαν, ἐλενθέρων κοὶ ἴσων ἢ κατ᾽ 
ἀναλυγίαν ἡ κατ᾽ ἀριθμόν" ὥστε ὅσοιε μή ἐστι τοῦτο, οὐκ ἔστι τούτοις πρὸς 


ἴωο.. 
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OL 8.10. ἀλλήλονε τὸ πολιτικὸν δίκαιον, ἀλλά τι δίεαιον καὶ καδ' ὁμοιότητα. tra 


yap δίκαιον, ols καὶ νόμος pis αὑτούς, Cf. below vill. x4. 7 Sou yip 
aval τὶ δίκαιον παντὶ ἀνθρώπῳ πρὸε πάντα τὸν δυνάμενον σορασῆοι 
μον καὶ συνθήκητ᾽ καὶ φιλία δή, καϑ' ὅσον ἄνθρωπος. By νέμοι να 
are to understand the social system of laws and customs iio 
which individuals are born, and in which they as it were inher 
being thus not mere individuals—separate centres of force wi 
caprice, but members of a body politic or commonwealth, bang 
in common {ων κοινόν § 6) a general rule of life which they xe 
of one mind (ὁμονοοῦσι ix. 6) to observe in their various position. 
But as men and beasts belong to different worlds, and cannot 
agree to live together under one system of general rules, so master 
and slave, gud slave, belong to different worlds between vhict 
force is the only intermediary. The slave indeed belongs vith 
his master to one great social system—the brotheroad of spealing 
men; and so far, just and friendly relations may subsist betest 
ἃ master and his slave; but folivicad justice and its corresponding 
friendship cannot. The tyrint, again, as such, and oligarts 
as such, are external to any social system or body politic regulated 
by law and custom. They rule by mere force; there is no Glee 
between them and their subjects Hence justice and friendbhip 
are equally absent from the relation subsisting between thet 
and their subjects. The action of their rule is, if the metaphor 
‘be allowed, mechanical, not physiological; they do violence 0 
the ‘social organism’ from without; they do mot preside wilit 
over its natural functions. 

βασιλεῖ μὲν πρὸς τοὺς βασιλευομένους] As Ramsaver motes ae 
friendships corresponding to the various πολιτεῖωι are presented ἦν 
this chapter as friendships between the rulers and the ruled It 
is to be observed however that in a timocracy the distinction 
between the rulers and the ruled is very different from that in 
the two other ὀρθοὶ πολιτεῖαι, In a timocracy the same persons sult 
and are ruled in rotation. There js therefore ἃ certain 
in the use of the term φιλία in this chapter. “Ut φιιία ἦ κατὰ τὴν 
βασιλείαν is between one man—j κατὰ τὴν dpiereepariar betweett 
ἃ few men, on the one hand, and the great body of the people 
on the other hand; whereas ἡ φιλία ἡ κατὰ τὴν τιμφαρατικῆν his 
πὸ reference external to the popular body, but is complete within 
it, uniting its equal members man to man. Indeed, it is not in 


7 


| 
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ἃ very real sense that we can speak of ‘friendship’ existing 2202 « 21. 
Between king, or aristocrats, and subjects; and probably Aristotle 
is led to use the expression merely in the interest of the parallels 
which be is anxious to make out between the king and the father, 
the aristocrats and the busband. The φιλία between king, or 
aristocrats, and subjects is not ‘friendship,’ but rather willing 
obedience and loyalty, on the one side, to those who administer 
Jaws which represent the ἦθοε of the community; and, on the 
other side, moderation and public spirit shown in their powerful 
position by the hereditary administrators of such laws, ‘That 
there can scarcely be φιλία, in the sense of ' friendship,’ between 
a king and his subjects is admitied by Aristotle viii, 7. 4 δῆλον 
δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν βασιλέων" οὐδὲ γὸρ τούτοις ἀξιοῦσιν εἶνοι φίλοι of πολὺ 
καταδεέστεροι. : 

ἐν ὑπεροχῇ εὐεργεσίας] The king guides and protects his people: αν 18. 
they must honour and obey him in return. 

ᾧ 3. ἡ πατρική] τε. φιλία. It is to be noticed that in EN v. 6. 8.18. 
it is laid down that the relation between a father and his children 
ig not one involving justice (γὸ δίκαιον) in the proper sense of the 
term. Justice in the proper sense of the term exists where the 
Telations are those of confract as distinguished from those of séafur. 
The φιλία which marks the latter relations is στοργῇ, and loyalty, 
rather than friendship. 


καὶ τοῖς προγόνοις δὲ τοῦτα προσνέμεται] ‘and we attribute these #17, 
benefits 10 our ancestors also’: ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῖς προγόνοις ταῦτα ἀπο- 
Heras, ἤτοι συγκνχώρητοι παρ᾽ ἡμῶν τὸ ἀγαγεῖν ele τὸ εἶναι ἡμᾶε καὶ τὰ 
λοιπά, εἰ καὶ μὴ ἀμέσως ἀλλὰ διὰ μέσων τῶν πατέρων (Α5.). Ramsauer 
thinks that the words καὶ τοῖε προγόνοις δὲ ταῦτο ἀπονέμεται interrupt 
the sense and he accordingly brackets them. Fritzsche, Susemihl, 
and Bywater read προσνέμεται with ΚΡ, Le, Ob. Ramsauer reads 
ἀπονόμετοι (M>, Bek,), remarking that προσνέμω is a rare word in 
Aristotle. 


Φύσει τε ἀρχικόν κιτλ.] Fritzsche, Michelet, and Susemihl read a 18. 
γάρ after re with Lb, MY, τ, Cambr.', CCC, NC, Ald. But, a 
Ramsauer points out, the clause beginning with Φύσει adds (not 
a reason for anything) but a second point—viz. τὸ φύσει ἀρχικὸν 


Ὁ ‘This part of Cambr. (from 1157 a. 1 to 1161 b. 19) is supplied by a 
ater band, 


hi 
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1161.18. εἶναι---ἰη which the father resembles the king, the other point of 
resemblance being τὸ εὐεργετικὸν εἶναι, ᾧ αἴτιος τοῦ εἶναι καὶ τροφῆς wok 
παιδείας, The sense of the section may be stated as follows—The 
positions of the father and of the family ancestor are of the same 
kind. The father bengfds his children by giving them existence, 
sustenance, and education; 80 also ancestors benefit their de— 
scendants. The father has a nataral right to rade his children ; s0-= 
also the hereditary king, representing an ancestor, has a natural 
right to rule bis people who represent the descendants of (πες: 
ancestor. Accordingly, although I agree with Ramsaner that yom 
ought not to be read before dpywdr, 1 cannot agree with him thaw 
the clause eat τοῖα προγόνοιε δὲ ταῦτα ἀπονέμεναν (Or προσνόμενει) tmx 
superfluous, I regard it as oceupying a place in the first pant of 
the section similar to that occupied by καὶ πρόγονοι ἐκγόνων in the 
second part. 


4.30. §3. καὶ τιμῶνται) Καί emphasizes τιμῶνται. Τιμῆ is the proper 
due of such superiority as that of parents and gods, Ramsaotw 
compares iv. 3. 19 ἐν ὑπεροχῇ γάρ, τὸ δ᾽ ἀγαθῷ ὑπερέχον τῶν ἐντιμίν 
τερον: Ville 14. 2 τῷ μὲν ὑπερέχοντι τιμῆς {πλέων δε νέμειν), τῆς μὲν 
γὰρ ἀρετὴν nai τῆς εὐεργεσίος i) τιμὴ γέραντ of also Vili. «4. 4 τὸ δυνατὴν 
γὰρ ἡ φιλία ἐπιζητεῖ, ob τὸ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν" οὐδὲ γὰρ ἔστιν ἐν πᾶσι, καθύειᾳ 
ἐν ταῖς πρὸς τοὺς θεοὺν τιμαῖς καὶ τοὺς γόνειν" οὐδεὶς γὰρ τὴν ἀξίαν πονῇ ἐν 
ἀποδοίη, εἰς δύναμιν δὲ ὁ θεραπεύων ἐπιεικὴς εἶναι δοκεῖ, 


., 31. οὗ ταῦτό] Williams brings out the meaning of this expressioa 
correctly— Neither are the claims of justice in these .. . relations 
equally balanced on either side, but rather, as is also the friendship, 
proportioned to the benefits received.’ The Paraph. has—elet δὲ 
πᾶσαι al τοιαῦτα, φιλίαι ἐν ὑπεροχῇ" διὸ κπὶ τιμῶνται of γονεῖν" καὶ τὸ 
δίκαιον δὲ ἀκολούθως τῇ φιλίᾳ οὐ τὸ αὐτό, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ὑπεραχῆ, τὸ γὰρ πρὸς 
πατέρα δίκαιον ὑπερέχει τοῦ πρὸν vlér τὰ γὰρ κατὶ ἀξίαν ἀποδοῦναι δᾶ, 
Cf. ELE. τ΄ 9. 1241 b. 37 οὗ γὰρ ταὐτὸν δίκαιον τῷ ὑπερόχεντε καὶ 
ὑπερεχομένῳ, ἀλλὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον. 


5.35, § 4. ἡ αὐτὴ φιλία κτλ.) A comparison’ more ingenious Han 


instructive. 


9.25. ἢ δ. ἐταιρικῇ] ἡ ἑταιρικὴ φιλίω answers most nearly to what in 
modern times we understand by friendship. It subsists between 
those who, without being necessarily Kinsmen, are of one age, have 


ll 
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‘been brought up in close companionship, and have common tastes 1261 a. 95. 


and pursuits. 


ἔοικε δέ] Bekker reads δή, I prefer δή, which Ramsauer, Suse- 8. 97- 
mibl, and Bywater read, following K?, M?. 


ἴσοι γὰρ of πολῖται βούλονται καὶ ἐπιεικεῖς εἴναι] fr. in ἃ α. 36, 
timocracy ‘the citizens wish to be equal and fair’ (Peters), or 
perhaps better—' in a timocracy it is characteristic of (βούλονται) 
the citizens to be equal and fair.’ 


ἐν μέρει δή καὶ] Cf. Pol. iii, 2. 1277 Ὁ, 13 δεῖ δὲ τὸν πολίτην τὸν a. 90. 
ἀγαθὸν ἐπίστασθαι καὶ δύνασθαι καὶ ἄρχεσθαι καὶ ἄρχειν, καὶ αὕτη ἀρετὴ 
wohirev τὸ τὴν τῶν ϑλονθέρων ἀρχὴν ἐπίστασθαι ἐπ᾽ ἀμφότερα. 


$6. μηδὲν κοινόν] ἢ 4. they do not participate in a common a. 33. 
νόμος, oF belong to the same social organism. In an ὀρθὴ πολιτεία, 
every member, whether ruler or ruled, acts wil/zm the social 
organism in a manner conducive to the good of the whole, This 
ἧς to act justh—see Pol. iii, 7. 128 Ὁ, 16 ἔστι δὲ πολιτικὸν ὠγαδὸν, 
τὸ δίκαιον, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶ τὸ κοινῇ συμφέρον. But the tyrant’s acts are 
τοὶ thus fencitons of the social organism, They are arsaulér from 
‘without upon that organism. Again, the social organism, like the 
physical organism, requires for its subsistence many things which 
are not part of itself: see Pod. H. 7. 1328 a. 21 ἐπεὶ & ὥσπερ τῶν 
ἄλλων τῶν cord φύσιν συνεστώτων οὗ τοῦτά ἔστι μόρια τῆς ὅλης συστάσεωε, 
ὧν ἄνευ τὸ ὅλον οὐκ ἂν εἴη, δῆλον de οὐδὲ πόλεως μέρη ϑιτέον ὅσα τοῖς 
πόλεσιν ἀναγκαῖον ὑπάρχειν, οὐδ᾽ ἄλλης κοινωνίοε οὐδεμιᾶρ «., κτήσεως μὲν 
δῖ τοῖε πόλεσιν, οὐδὲν δ' ἐστὶν ἡ κτῆσις μέροε τῆν πόλεωε' πολλὰ δ᾽ 
ἔμψυχα μέρη τῆς «τήσεῶς ἐστιν ἡ δὲ πύλις κοινωνία ris ἐστε τῶν ὁμοίων, 
ἕνεκεν δὲ ζωῆε τῆε ἐνδεχομένης ἀρίστης. Slaves, who are ἔμψυχα ὄργανα 
τῆς ἀναγεοίορ κτήσεων ἕνεκα, are not parts of the social organism, 
between the ‘parts’ or members of which alone just and friendly 
relations can subsist, 


ὠφελεῖται μὲν γὰρ πάντα ταῦτα ὑπὸ τῶν χρωμένων] Fritzsche and a, 35. 
Grant compare Κ᾿ 2. H. 10. 1242 a. 13 ἄλλον γὰρ τρόπον συνῆλθον. 
πρίων καὶ τέχνη, οὐχ ἕνεκα κοινοῦ τινός [οἷον γὰρ ὄργανον καὶ ψυχῇ) ἀλλὰ 
τοῦ χρωμένον ἕνεκεν. συμβαίνεν δὲ «οἱ αὐτὸ τὸ ὄργανον ἐπιμελείας τυγχά-: 
νειν, he δίκαιον πρὸς τὸ ἔργον" ἐκείνου γὰρ ἕνεκέν ἐστι. " ΤῊ instrument,’ 
says Grant, ‘receives just so much care from its master, as will 


ὰς.. 


2101 6, 95, 


bid. 
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keep it in proper candition for the exercise of its functions. The 
slave, who is treated not as a person but as a thing, receives the 
same kind of attention, Friendship and justice imply the recogni- 
tion of personality; they imply treating men not as instruments, 
but as ends in themselves.” 

The benefit received by slaves is thus, as Ramsauer remarks, an 
ὠφέλεια card συμβεβηκός. 


ἔμψυχον ὄργανον See Pol. i. 2. 1958 b. 35. 


§ 7. G8 ἄνθρωπος} Aristotle, writing in a reflective age, attempled 
to explain and excuse the historical institution of slavery by mearm= 
of the abstract notion—gvee δοῦλον : but the political and ethical’ 
difficulties encountered in the attempt were so great that he was 
obliged to admit the distinction ἥ dothor—J ἄνθρωπος, a distinction: 
which the Roman jurists, with their theory of the ‘natural equality 
of all men,’ afterwards brought into prominence: see Ulpéin, 
quoted by Zell ad foc—Quod attinet ad jus civile servi pro nulls 
habentur, non tamen jure naturali: quia, quod ad jus naturale 
pertinet, omnes homines sunt aequales: ¢/, Justinian Znsé. i. Tit. x 
§ 2 jure naturali ab initio omnes homines liberi nascebantur, But 
this distinction between the s/ave and the man is presented by 
Aristotle and the jurists in too abstract ἃ manner to fisrnish 
material for answering the questions—' Jn what sense then is be 
a man? What is meant by his capacity (τὸν δυνάμενον δ, 7} for 
participating in νόμος and cwéjeq? Can there be a capacity of 
this kind which is not actualised in some definite way?” Aristode, 
mainly concerned to find in the institution of slavery, as it existed, 
an economic basis for his brilliant Hellenic life, did not trouble 
himself much with the history of the institution, It suited his 
purpose to represent the elave as a ny. Ii, lollowing his ueaal 
method in social enquiries, he had examined the history of slavery, 
he would have found that the slave is essentially a fersen—ie 
ἃ member of the parficwlar social organism to which the master 
belongs, not merely a ‘human being’—téparos, as he vaguely 
admits, in much the same way as nowadays we admit that the 
lower animals are ‘ fellow-creatures,” Aristotle had little 
tion of the ‘dignity of labour’; he did not see clearly that industry 
is an essential function of the social organism—something cir 
and not merely dvayraiov—and that the δοῦλον, the organ of this 
function, is as much a memder of the organism as his master, who, 
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QS μεγελοπρεπήν for instance, is the organ of another social function. 161». 5. 
‘The truth is that the Greek δοῦλος actually * participated in” νόμον, 
in a sense not realised by Aristotle at all, when he said that J 
ἄνϑρωποε he ‘can participate.’ The slave's position, though of 
course more open to the encroachments of violence than the 
positions of the other members of society, was secured as a toler= 
able one by guarantees of essentially the same kind as those which 
secured the free man against the arbitrary action of his legitimate 
rulers. They could not rule without the good-will of their free 
subjects, nor on other lines than those defined by the history 
and traditions of the community over which they ruled, Similarly, 
we may feel sure that ‘slavery’ would not have long continued to 
subsist, in the free and mobile Greek states, as the normal con- 
dition of a large part of the working class, if force had been the 
‘only reason for its continuance. The good-will of the slaves was 
necessary, They acquiesced in a well-defined historical status 
which was far from being intolerable. To that extent, gud slaver 
they actually participated in νόμον and ovebjne—were, in short, not 
things, but persons to be reckoned with— parts’ of that social 
organism which is held together by the ἁμόνοια of its members. 
Aristotle's theory of εὐδαιμονία prevented him from seeing this, and 
allowed him merely to make the vague, and in the context, almost 
unmeaning admission—dorel γὸρ εἶναί re δίκαιον παντὶ ἀνθρώπῳ mpas 
πάντα τὸν δυνάμενυν κοινωνῆσαι νόμον καὶ συνθήκην καὶ φιλία δή, καϑ' 
ὅσον ἄνθρωπος, He left unanswered the questions which touch the 
root of the whole matter—‘ In what sense then is the slave a man? 
What is meant by his cafacrly for participating in νόμον and ove 
ian? Can there be a capacity of this kind which is not acivalised 
in some definite way 2° 

‘The answers to these questions, as the ‘Historical Method’ 
‘enables us to give them, are indicated by Maine (Ancient Law, 
ch. ¥. pp. 162 sqq.) in a manner so conducive to a just estimate of 
the value of Arisiotle's view regarding the personality (or im- 
personality) of the slave, that 1 venture to transcribe the passage.— 
“The legal rules by which systems of mature jurisprudence regulate 
the connexion of master and slave present no very distinct traces 
of the original condition common to ancient societies, But there 
fre reasons for this exception. There seems to be something in 
the institution of slavery which has at all times either shocked or 
perplexed mankind, however little habituated to reflection, and 


la 
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21e1 Ὁ. δ. however slightly advanced in the cultivation of its moral instincts, 


‘The compunction which ancient communities almost unconsciously 
experienced appears to have always resulted in the adoption of 
some imaginary principle upon which a defence, or at least « 
rationale, of slavery could be plausibly founded. Very early in 
their history the Grecks explained the institution ax grounded on 
the intellectual inferiority of certain maces and their consequent 
natural aptitude for the servile condition. The Romans, in ἃ 
spirit equally characteristic, derived it from a supposed agreement 
between the victor and the vanquished, in which the first stipulated 
for the perpetual services of his foe; and the other gained in 
consideration the life which he had legitimately forfeited. Such 
theories were not only unsound but plainly unequal to the cat 
for which they affected to account, Still they exercised a powerfil 
influence in many ways, They satisfied the conscience of the 
master. They perpetuated and probably increased the debax- 
ment of the slave, And they naturally tended to put out of sight 
the relation in which servitude had originally stood to the rest ot 
the domestic system, ‘This relation, though not clearly exbibited, 
is casually indicated in many parts of primitive law, and more 
particularly in the typical system—that of ancient Rome. ... 
It is clear, from the testimony both of ancient kaw and of many 
primeval histories, that the slave might under certain conditions 
be made the heir, or universal successor, of the master, and this 
significant faculty . . . implies that the government and repre= 
sentation of the family might, in a particular state of circumstances, 
devolve on the bondman, ... What then is meant by saying that 
the slave was originally included in the family? . ..When we 
speak of the slave as anciently included in the family, we intend to 
assert nothing as to the motives of those who brought hins into ir, 
or kept him there ; we merely imply that the tie which bound him 
to his master was regarded as one of the same general character 
with that which united every other member of the group to the 
chieftain, This consequence is in fact carried in the general 
aseertion already made that the primitive ideas of mankind were 
unequal to comprehending any basis of the connexion dnier s¢ of 
individuals, apart from the relations of family. The Family com 
sisted primarily of those who belonged to it by consanguinity, and 
next of those who had been engrafied on it by adoption; bat there 
was still a third class of persons who were only joined to it by 


Al 
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common subjection to its head, and these were the slaves, The 1161 Ὁ. 5. 


bom and adopted subjects of the chief were raised above the slave 
‘by the certainty that in the ordinary course of events they would 
be relieved from bondage and entitled to exercise powers of their 
own ; but that the inferiority of the slave was not such as to place 
him outside the pale of the family, or such as to degrade him to 
the footing of inanimate property, is clearly proved, 1 think, by the 
‘any traces which remain of his ancient capacity for inheritance in 
‘the last resort.... The Roman law was arrested in its growing 
tendency to look upon him more and more as an article of 
property by the theory of the Law of Nature; and hence it is that, 
wherever servitude is sanctioned by institutions which have been 
deeply affected by Roman jurisprudence, the servile condition is 
never intolerably wretched,’ 


φιλία] So Ramsauer, Susemihl, and Bywater. Bekker reads δ. 8. 


φιλίαν with the codd. 


§ 8. ἐπὶ πλεῖον] Kb and Asp. ; the other authorities, followed by v.10. 


Bekker, read πλεῖστον. Aspasius gives the meaning correctly —dv 
δὲ τοῖς δημοκρατίαις ἐπὶ πλέον ἐστὶν ἡ φιλία καὶ τὸ δίκαιον ἥπερ ἐν vale 
Drais παρεκβάσεσι. 


CHAPTER XIL 
Ἀκουμεντ, 


‘Te is atzoays Dettacen those, then, who are joined together in some astoctation 
‘er other, ἐπ which they mest 9n common ground, that friendidip, in whatever 
Form, ἐλέει : although perhaps the friendship of kintmen and comrades may 
be slintingmished from the other forms ; at any rate such friendships ax those of 
cttiseres, tribesmen and fellow-voyagers serm to have more of the character of 
-associations—i.e. they seem fo involve a sort of agreement entered inte ἐφ 
associate, while foiendship between hinsmen and comrades subsists without eny 
sch agrecoint, To the class of friendships which seem to invvlve an agree» 
ment miay be assigned also the gueit.fricndship driween two men whe are citizens 
of different states, 

The frieniship of kinsmaen har many forms, but can always be traced back ἐν 
that inveiwed ὧν the relation hetween parent: and children. Parents and 
‘children, 03 stuck and offipring; are bound tegetiver by ties of mutual affuction : 
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parents, hocoecer, hove 6 desper eowiclousmess cham children have of the coven 
παίμνε which smites stock and offipring—a comscicvermest tee πάρα dates 
the birth of the children, whereas chiidires 0 nol became conseiovs of tanion with 
the parent steck till they arrive at the years of inteHligenie. ΤΆ explained Phe 
greater leve of msthers. Brothers love one awether because they iprivg Frewmmazson 
the same parents, Henve we speak of * the same blovd'—* the somes stack,’ OF 
course, their bsing of about the vance age ἀπά being browpht mp tagether emmys 
alto be taken ax contributing largely 10 the friesdibip of beth, ταας. ie 
these respects resembles the friendship of comrades, The 
ssoiter cowsine amd ather kinimen is to be explained Hhewlie by thelr commmmmicy 
origin: it is greater or leis a1 the conewon ancertor ix wear er remit. 

The friendship of children for parents (bike that of mex for the ste) Smtr g 
friendship which has the good, σε presented by a superior, for str objet paremns, 
‘confer on their children the greatest of all good thinge-—axisiencey 
elucetion. This friendship is also more useful, ite the ordinary sense of —atly 
term, and more pleasant than that with strangers, in #8 far as the commen Hie 
to which it belongs ix more intimate. The friendship betwen brothers har fly 
characteristics of that betvocen comrades—and if the Arathert ane goat, it ἃ fam. 
radeship of the bist ans most fasting kind, The foiemdship between Aushand 
und wife is natural, for man is naterally Srit a conjugal belug, and only 
afterwards a political being, since the family ἐκ chromvlogically prier to the 
state, being materially mecessary to tt, and procreation is commnont fe man with 
all cther animals. Huwan beingr, horweser, differ from ather aminals inet 
pairing merely for the sake of procreation, bet alse for objects πράξια, Marve te de 
with the proper condet of life. Husband and wife have thelr separaie 
functions and their separate virtues, and bath contribute by Zivtiion of labonr 
10 the comnon good. Thus the frierutship betwen theen ts both wuseful ant 
pleasant, and, if they are virtuous persour, hax, at mamiferted bp sack, the 
(goodness peculiar to the ather for its object. Brel children are a great bead of 
sntion, being something common. Childless couples are msoce guichly 
shan these with children. 7ὺ ask how a Awshawd showld regwhate his life with 
his τού, and generally how one friend shows behave te another, ἂν ἐφ ak ἔφαν 
justice requires the husband or friend to bebave ti the cirewenstences. 


81} ‘All friendship, as we have already said, implies association: 
but we may separate from the rest the friendship of kinsmen and 
that of comrades, The friendships of fellow citizens, of fellow 
tribesmen, of fellow sailors, &c., seem, as opposed to these, io 
have more to do with association ; for they appear to be founded 
on some sort of compact. ‘The friendship of host and guest might 
also be included in this class” (Peters). All friendship it ἐν weuaew, 
OF οινωνικῇ in the generic sense, There are three species under 
the genus—(r) συγγενική, (2) ἐταιρική, (3) κοινωνική in the narrower, 
specific sense, where a more or less express dpahvyia exists. Thus | 
"H το. 2242 a. τ we have λέγονται δὲ φιλίαι, συγγενυκῇ, ἐγαιμεκᾷ, 
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ποινωνεκή, ἡ λεγομένη πολιτική. "The Paraph. has—wiwa μὲν οὖν φιλία ἐν 1161 Ὁ... 


κοινωνίᾳ ἐστί, καθάπερ εἴρηται" μόνη δὲ ἡ σνγγενιεὴ καὶ ἐταιριεὴ φιλία ob 
δοκοῦσιν ἔν κοινωνίᾳ εἶναι" κοινωνικαὶ γάρ ation φιλίαι αἱ καθ᾽ ὁμολογίαν καὶ 
συνθήκην τινὰ συνιστάμενοι, οἷαί εἰσιν of φυλετικοὶ καὶ συμπλοϊκαὶ κοὶ 
ὅσοι τοιοῦται, εἶν τούτου δὲ τάξειεν ἄν tie καὶ τὴν ξενικῆν. ἡ δὲ συγγενικὴ 
φιλία καὶ ἡ ἐταιρικὴ οὐ eal ὁμολογίαν ἣ συνθήκην τινὰ συνίστανται, ἀλλὰ 
τοὺς μὲν ἡ φύσις συνέδησε, sobs δὲ τὸ τυχεῖν ἡλικιώτας εἶναι, καὶ περὶ τὰ 
αὑτὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα σπουδόζειν. Asp, Πα5.- ἀφορίσειε 8 ἄν τιν, φησί, τὴν; 
συγγενικὴν καὶ τὴν ἑταιρικὴν φιλίαν, τοι χωρίσειεν ὧν ἐχούσαε τι διαφέρον 
τῶν κοινωνικῶν᾽ λωμβάνει δὲ κοινωνικὰν ris καθ᾽ ὁμολογίαν τινά, Coraes? 
Rote ἰρ---ἀφορίσειε δ᾽ ἄν τιν ατιλ.7 ἡ γὰρ evyyeneh καὶ ἡ ἑταιρικὴ κατὰ 
φύσιν μᾶλλόν εἶσι eat οὐ κατὰ συνθήκην, ὥσπερ αἱ κοινωνικοί. 


τὴν ἐενικήν] See note on viii. 3. 4, ἃ. 30. b, 18, 


$2) Ramsauer notes that we have in this § three separate 
reasons given for the superior love of parents—viz, (1) μᾶλλον δ' 
ἴσοσε, (2) μᾶλλον συνῳκείωναι, (3) καὶ τῷ πλήθει δὲ τοῦ χρόνου se. ἡ τῶν 
γονέων φίλησις διαφέρει τῆν τῶν τέκνων, Victorius has a note to the 
same effect. 


αἱ μητέρες} Zell, after Muretus, quotes in illustration of this Ὁ. 37. 
remark— 
Eurip. Frag. inc— 
μήτηρ φιλότοκνοε μᾶλλάν ἔστι τοῦ πατρόν' 
ἥ μὲν γὰρ αὐτῆς οἶδεν ὄνθ᾽ ὁ δ' οἴιται. 
Menander— 
αὐτὸν γὰρ οὐδεὶς οἷδε τοῦ wor’ ἐγένετο, 
DX ὑπονοοῦμεν πάντεε, ἢ πιστεύομεν. 
Hom. Od. i. 215— 
μῆτηρ μέν τ ἐμέ φησι τοῦ ἕμμεναι, adrap ἔγωγε 
οὐκ οἶδ᾽. οὐ γάρ πὼ τις div γόνον αὐτὸς ἀνέγνω. 


8.8. ἕτεροι αὐτοὶ τῷ κεχωρίσθαι] ‘a second self separately existing.’ b,98. 
Of B. EH. 12. 1245 2.36 βούλετοι ὥσπερ αὐτὸς διαιρετὸς εἶναι 6 φίλος. 

TG κιχωρίσθαι qualifies αὐτοί paradoxically—though indeed the 
paradox is already contained in the application of ἕτεροι to atroi. 
Teannot agree with the interpretations which make τῷ κεχωρίσθαι 
give the reason for ἕτεροι, Thus Lambinus translates—' nam qui 
ex eis nati sunt, ἐὺ ipso quod separati sunt, tanquam alteri ipsi 
sunt’; and Victorius—' qui enim sunt ex ipsis, veluti alteri ipsi, 

VOL. I. Y 


Wh 


2201 b. 28, 


Ὁ, 81. 


5,34. 


262 a. 1. 


a5. 


4.8. 


a1, 
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quia separati sunt.’ The object of the clause is not to show bye 
children, being αὐτοί, are at the same time Zrepos, but to state th 
paradox that, being ὅτοροι καὶ κεχωρισμένοι, they are yet αὐπί, 
Peters too misses, 1 think, the exact force of the clause with—"for 
what proceeds from them is as it were a second self when iiis 
severed,” 

Ramsauer ad doc, remarks that, while Justice is πρὸς Erepan Love 
18 πρὸς ἕτερον οὗτόν, 

πρὸς ἐκεῖνα} ‘sunt hacc, unde generati sunt, parentes = ῥά quod 
neutro genere propter superius ἐκ τῶν αὐτῶν (quo item neito 
parentes indicantur) pasitum est’ (Fritesche), 


ξ 4. ἡλιξ γὰρ ἥλικα] sc. τέρπει, see Ret, ἢ, ταν 1378 Ὁ. τα, BE 
H, 2, 1938 2. 33. 

ἐκ τούτων] ‘Verba ἐκ τούτων intellige τ ex Ais causis, propler Me 
Nam alias sequens γάρ languet’ (Zell), Peters seems to agtet 
with Zell in making τούτων neuter. He has— Cousins and ler 
kinsfolk become attached to each other for the same reason—l 
mean because they come of the same stock.’ But it is beiter,! 
think, to refer τούτων to ἀδελφοί understood from the peeviges 
ἀδελφική. This is the view of Asp. the Paraph, Grant, Sah, 
Williams, and Ramsauer. 

§ 5. πρὸς θεούς] Zell and Fritesche quote #. 2. Η. 10. 124% 
32 πατρὸς δὲ καὶ υἱοῦ ἡ αὐτὴ [φιλίω ἐστὶν} ἥπερ ϑεοῦ πρὸν ἄνθρωεν μὲ 
τοῦ εὖ ποιήσαντος πρὸς τὸν παθόντα καὶ ὅλως τοῦ φύσει ἄρχωντου ρὸν τὸν 
φύσει ἀρχόμενον. Ramsauer brackets the words καὶ ἀνθρώποις si 
θεούς a3 probably spurious, on account of their inconsistency we 
Aristotle’s doctrine (viii. 7. 4) that friendehip cannot subsist between 
gods and men. 


§ 8. μᾶλλον τῶν ὀθνείων ihc. μᾶλλον τῆν τῶν ὀθνείαν φιλίωε, 
καὶ μᾶλλον] * The friendship of brothers has all the charsctersiet 
of the friendship of comrades, and has them in a greater deste 


(provided they are good and generally resemble one anoihe)' 
Peters. So Stahr ‘ und in noch héherem Grade.’ 

ὑπάρχουσι στέργοντες ἀλλήλους} ‘Have an original love for ot 
another.’ 


$7. ἀνάλογον κτλ. αἱ δὲ ἄλλαι {συγγενικαὶ Gods) ἀνάλογον freer 


τῇ κατὰ γένον οἰκειότητι (Paraph.). 
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ὅσῳ πρότερον καὶ ἀναγκαιότερον οἰκία πόλεως See Grant's note 1188 «. 18. 


ad Ie. ‘In point of time the family is prior to the state, but in 
point of idea (λόγῳ) and essentially (ver) the state is prior, Cf 
At. Pol. i. 2, τα (i. τ, 1253 ἃ. 19) καὶ πρότερον δὴ τῇ φύσει πόλιεἢ οἰκία 
καὶ ἕκαστος ἡμῶν ἐστίν. τὸ γὰρ ὅλον πρότερον ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι τοῦ μέρονε' 
ἀνωρουμίνον γὰρ τοῦ ὅλον obe Fora ποὺς οὐδὲ χεῖρ, εἰ μὴ ὁμωνύμωε. 
Aristotle argues that without the idea of the “state,” the terms 
“man” and “family” would lose their meaning. Thus the idea of 
family presupposes that of the state, which will accordingly be 
prior. In the same way the family is more necessary as a means, 
the state as an end,’ A thing is ἀναγκαῖον which is a means: of: Pol. 
©. 2, 1338 ἃ. 12 wis μὲν padjone ἑαντῶν εἶναι χάριν, rhe δὲ πρὸε τὴν 
ἀσχολίαν ὧε ἀναγκαίαε καὶ χάριν ἄλλων. The ἀναγκαῖον is thus opposed 
to the καλόν, which is choiceworthy on its own account; of Pol. Θ. 
8. 1338 @ 31 ὅτι μὲν τοίνυν ἔστι παιδεία rus ἣν οὐχ ὧν χρησίμην παιδευ- 
iow τοὺς υἱεῖς, οὐδ᾽ ὧρ ἀναγεαίαν ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἐλευθέριον καὶ καλήν, φανερὸν ἐστίν. 
Hence ἀναγκαῖον is descriptive of ὕλῃ, as distinguished from εἶδος, or 
λόγοε, which is καλόν, See Phys, i 9. 200 ἃ, 12 ἀνάγκη ἄρα σιδηροῦν 
εἶναι, εἰ πρίων ἔσται eat τὸ ἔργον αἰτοῦ. ἐξ ὑποθίσεως οὖν τὸ ἄναγ- 
καῖον͵ ἄλλ᾽ οὐχ ὧν τέλος, ἐν yap τῇ ὕλῃ τὸ ἀναγκαῖον, τὸ δ᾽ οὗ ἕνεκα ty 
τῷ λόγῳ. The statement, then, ἀναγκαιότερον οἰκία πόλεως means 
᾿ξ the family belongs to the matter of which the state is the 


ἐπὶ τοσοῦτον] sc. ἐφ᾽ ὅσον In τεινυποιῆσαι (Paraph,), Zell and «. 30. 


Fritzsche compare Orcon. i. 3. 1343 Ὁ, 13. 


$8. ταὐτόν] καὶ οὐ ταὐτὸν φούετοι εἶναι δίκοιον φίλῳ πρὸν φίλον καὶ m 81. 


τὸν ἀθνεῖον ἢ τὸν ἀδελφόν «τὰ. (Paraph.). 


ἢ ‘condiscipulus’ (Victorius). Peters can hardly be α. 38. 


συμφοιτητήν; 
right with ‘Travelling companion,’ 


CHAPTER XII 
AncumMeENT. 


We have seen that there are three species of friendship, and that each may 
subsist hetween those whe are equal, or these whe are unegual—that these who 
art equally or unequally ood, useful, or pleasant may be friends. Those then 
whe are equal mutt love each other equally, and render other services equally ; 

va 


1163 4, 34, 


b1, 
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‘those τοῖο are mot equal must put ἐλδρτιοῦσψν om am equality by ἀνίας amd ther 
‘wise remunerating each other in proportion to desert, 

Ut is only, or chiefly, ἐπ the friendship for profit that friends bring charge 
against cach other, and find fault with each other. These whose frienitip ὦ 
based on virtus have no reason to find fault with eack ether or 
their object ts t0 benefit each other, and each tries 10 emis the ether ix Hie; 
nor is fault.finding common im the friendship for pleasure. The ole 
pleasure in cach other's society + i would be ridiculowe to fired felt with nl 
Friend because his society docs not give one plearere, wher ene ia at ithety Κα 
drop bine, But in the friendship for profit fault.finding is very comm 
People are not easily ratified with what # dams for these 

At justice ts either unwritten or embodied in coritten law, 23 friendhit for 
prof relies cither on character or on late. That which relies ow law ὦ μα. 
‘cluded on express termi—a certain service ἐν rendered for @ retwrm expresly 
sated ; the return being made either at once or after a these + ἔπ the latter oom 
although a debt has been contracted about which there is ma doubt, yet te 
element of friendship comes im with the perwicsion to ilofer payment > ἀπέ tls 
is why in'some states actiens for recovery of rach debts are mot alivwed, 

tn that form of friewdship for proft whic riies on churweter me terms σε 
mentioned: A makes a present of something to B δὶ fe a friend. beet expedt 
from his general knowledge of B's character) to receite im return αἰ much, μ᾽ 
more, for what ἐν really mot ἃ gift but a loan; and if he dees met come vat ef 
the transaction in the way he expected when he entered inte it, Ae ὧν sere ιν fab 

Soult with his' friend’ ; for all, or most, men have ἃ gemeral with to ὧν the 
‘handsonte thing, but, then it comes to she particular case, cheese the profable 
thing: 

Accordingly, if one can, one must voluntarily wake ἃ retwrm epveioelent Ν᾽ 
that which one has received > ome must act ar though ome Aad wade a mistake ai 
Sirst about the sercice being rendered ons of pure friendship, amd make a return 
“Just as if there had ben axe express bargain : for one must met treat a men ar 
(4 disinterested friend against Ads wilt, But of course it is advinaNie te comsiter 
at the begining who it is who confers the service and im expectation of what 
return, and decide whether one will accept it in the ciresumstances or net, 

The gmestion arises whether the amount of the return chou be mented ἐγ 

she benefit actually experienced by the receiver, or by the trovble, money, ti. 
expended ἐγ the giver. Where the friendship εἰ for profie the standard aevard- 
ing te which velurn ought to he made (se. 1m the absence of am express apent 
ment) is the benefit actually experienced by the receiver ; but sokere the presmd 
of the friendship ἐν virtue, the intention of the giver ἐξ the peat a” 
intention, or ddiberate choice, is the criterion of virtue and character, 


δ 1. φιλιῶν) Asp. has τῶν φιλιῶν which Byw. (Conéra. p. δε) 
thinks is probably right. 


ἐν ἀρχῇ] vill. 3. 2. 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ Beis] ‘and a similar remark applies to friendships 
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based on pleasure and profit.’ The full expression would be— 1168 b. 1. 


ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ὁμοίως ἡδεῖς φίλοι γίνονται καὶ τῷ ἡδεῖ διαφέροντες. 


ἰσάζοντες ταῖς ὠφελείαις καὶ διαφέροντες] ‘conferring equal or un- b. 2. 
equal benefits on cach other.’ This clause, though strictly 
applicable, so far as expression goes, to of διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον, must be 
taken to refer also to οἱ ἡδεῖς, a8 if it had been—ind(orrer τῷ ἡδεῖ καὶ 
mais ὠφελείαις καὶ διαφέροντες. It ought not to be taken to refer to 
ἀγαθοὶ too, the precise distinction required under that head having 
been already marked by the expressions ὁμοίωρ ἄγαθοί---ἡμείνων. 
χείρονι, Peters, I think, is wrong when he translates—‘ Sometimes 
two equally good persons make friends, and sometimes a better 
and a worse (and so with those who are pleasant to one another, 
and with those who are friends with a view to profit}—effecting 
équality by the services they exchange, even though they are 
themselves different’ Does Bywater also, with the comma after 
χρήσιμον, refer ἰσάζοντες κατὰ, to the ἀγαθοί} 


κατ᾽ ἰσότητα] ‘Those who are equal must effect the equality Ὁ. 8. 
required in Friendship by making exactly equal returns in love 
and friendly offices.’ Aspasius incorrectly takes κατ' ἰσότητα with 
robe ἴσους. His words are—roie i “ἰσότητα τὴν διὰ τὸ ἀγαθὸν 
καὶ ἡδὺ καὶ χρῆσιμον δεῖ καὶ κατὰ τὸ φιλεῖν ἰσάζειν, But ἴσάζειν τῷ φιλεῖν. 
κατ᾽ ἰσότητα is contrasted with ἐσύζειν τῷ ἀποδιδόναι ἀνάλυγον ταῖν bmepe 
οχαῖο. 

τοὺς δ᾽ ἀνίσους τὸ ἀνάλογον ταῖς ὑπεροχαῖς ἀποδιδόναι] τῷ ἀνάλογον Ὁ. 4. 
is the reading of corr. cod. Par. 1417 accepted by Bek. and 
Sus., while Kb, Ob, Mb, Hs, Nb, Ald, ond pr. Par. 1417 have 
τὸ ἀνάλογον, accepted by Bywater. Bonitz (8. v. ἀνάλογον) decides 
in favour of the latter reading; but Rassow (Forsch. p. 67) con- 
tends that τῷ is indispensable, because not δεῖ but δεῖ ἰσάζειν must 
‘be supplied after ἀνίσους, and remarks that the variation of the 
MSS. (which he exaggerates) rather points to τῷ τὸ ἀνάλογον as the 
ofiginal reading. Rassow quotes Meteor. ii. g. 363 a. 11 τὸ ἀνάλογον 
ἀποδώσει, which he seems to take as an instance of the ordinary 
transitive use of ἀποδιδόναι, whereas it is given in the Ind. Arist 
under the intransitive uses. I think that Rassow’s τῷ τὸ ἀνάλογον is 


ight 


$2. χαρίεις} a man of good taste. b, 10. 
τυγχάνων οὗ ἐφίεται] i.e. the friend who, in the competition Ὁ, 11, 


Ma 


te 
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1198 Ὁ. 11. (ἁμιλλωμένων Ὁ. 8), succeeds in conferring superior benefits, es 
what he desires, viz. the good of bis friend, and has mo reason (0 
complain, The other again who is defeated in the competion 
cannot dislike one who confers such benefits upon him—riv yp 
φιλοῦντα καὶ εὖ ποιοῦντα οὗδεὶς δυσχεραίνει, GX’... ἁμύναται εὖ δρῶ, 


5.18, ξ 8, οὗ πάνυ δ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἐν τοῖς δι᾽ ἡδονήν] τε, γένεται ἐγκλήματα, 


5.31. ἐδ, τὸ δίκαιόν ἐστι διττόν, τὸ μὲν ἄγραφον τὸ δὲ κοτὰ riper) 
Ramsauer contends (without stating the reasons for his 
but merely giving certain references to the Aéef.) that this ἅν. 
tinction is not (as Zell and Fritzsche take for granted) exaclly 
that between τὸ φυσικὸν δίκαιον and τὸ νομικὸν δίκαιον of Κ᾽ Ν᾽ α τ. 
Bonitz however (Jind, Arist, sub v. δίκαιοε) makes τὸ ἄγραφον Nease 
synonymous with τὸ φυσικὸν δίκαιον, ‘The following passages in the 
Ret, (referred to by Ramsauer) will enable us to decide beiwees 
these two views —Rhel. i. 14. 1374 ἃ, 18 qq. duel δὲ τῶν δικαίον a 
τῶν ἀδίκων ἣν dio εἴδη (τὰ μὲν γὸρ γεγραμμένα τὰ δ᾽ ἄγραφα), περὶ ὧν pie 
οἱ νόμοι ἀγορεύουσιν εἴρηται, τῶν δ' ἀγράφων δύο ἐστὶν εἴδη ταῦτα Fort 
τὼ μὲν καθ' ὑπερβολὴν ἀρετὴν καὶ κακίας, ἐφ᾽ οἷς ὀνείδη κοὶ ὅπανοι et 
ἀτιμίαι καὶ τιμαὶ κοὶ δωρεαί (the moral and social sanctions, as 
distinguished from the legal sanction), οἷον τὸ χάριν Byer πῷ ex 
wavre εὖ sal ἀντευποιεῖν τὸν εὖ ποιήσαντα καὶ βοηθητικὸν εὖνοι τοῦς Glee 
καὶ ὅσα ὅλλα τοιαῦτα, τὰ δὲ τοῦ ἰδίον νόμου καὶ γεγραμμένου Tepes 
τὸ γὰρ ἐπιεικὲς δοκεῖ δίκοιαν εἴνοι, ἔστι δὲ ἐπιεικὲς τὸ παρὰ τὸν γεχραμμῖνον 
νόμον δίκαιον. συμβαίνει δὲ τοῦτο τὸ μὲν ἀκώταν τὰ δὲ δῶν Ὁ 
νομοθετῶν, ἀκόντων μὲν ὅταν λάθῃ͵ ἑκόντων δ᾽ ὅταν μὴ δύνωνται διορέσει, 
ἀλλ' ἀναγκοῖον μὲν ἢ καθύλου εἰπεῖν, μὴ ἢ δέ, ἄλλ᾽ ὧν ἐπὶ τὸ τῶν 
καὶ daa μὴ ῥῴδιον διορίσαι δι᾽ ἀπειρίαν, οἷον τὸ τρῶσαι σιδήρῳ aphing 
ταὶ ποίῳ τινὶ ὑπολεῖποι γὰρ ἂν ὁ αἰὼν διαριθμοῦντα" ἂν σῦν F ἀδιόριστον, 
δέῃ δὲ νομυϑετῆσαι, ἀνάγκη ἀπιλῶν εἰπεῖν, ὥστε κἂν δοετύλιον ἔχων ἀπάρησαι. 
τὴν χεῖρα ἢ πατάξῃ, κατὰ μὲν τὸν γεγρομμένον νόμων ἔνοχός ἐστι exh 
ἀδικεῖ, κατὰ δὲ τὸ ἀληϑὲε οὐκ ἀδικεῖ, καὶ τὸ ἐπιεικὲς τοῦτό ἐστι, Of, Riel 
i, 14. 1315 ἃ. 17 τὰ μὲν οὖν γεγραμμένα ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὰ δ᾽ ἄγραφα 
οὔ, and Riel i. 1G. 1375 ἃ. 31... τὸ μὲν ἐπνεικὸᾳ ἀεὶ μένει καὶ οἱ! 
ore μεταβάλλει, οὐδ᾽ ὁ κοινὸς (xara φύσιν γάρ ἐστιν), οἱ δὲ γεγραμμένα 
πολλάκις, ὅθεν εἴρηται τὰ ἐν τῇ Σοφυκλέουν ᾿Αντεγόνῃ" ἀπολογεῖται yay 
ὅτι Taye πορὰ τὸν τοῦ Κρέοντος νόμον, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ παρὰ τὸν ὄγροφον" 

οὐ γάρ τι νῦν ye κἀχθές, ἀλλ᾽ det ποτε. 


These passages seem to me to support the view that the distinction 


a 
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between τὸ ἄγραφον δίκαιον and τὸ κατὰ νόμον is not identical with 1268 ν, 21. 


that between τὸ φυσικὸν δίκαιον and τὸ νομικὸν δίκαιον, Τὸ ἄγραφον. 
δίκαιον and τὸ κατὰ νόμον are of course mutually exclusive, The 
δίκαια and ἄδικα recognised under the first εἶδος of τὸ ἄγραφον δίκαιον 
viz, τὰ ἐφ᾽ οἷς ὀνείδη καὶ ἕποινοι, where the sanctions are merely 
‘social, cannot, from their nature, be brought within the scope 
of the written law. ‘They belong essentially to the unwritten 
Taw. They cannot be enforced by ‘legal sanctions.” The ἐπιεικῆ. 
again included under the second εἶδος of the ἄγραφον dixmov cannot 
be embodied in the written law. The particular issues involved in 
‘them must be determined independently of, and even in spite of, 
| the written law. But it does not follow from this that τὸ ἄγραφον. 
δίροιον ix identical with τὸ φυσικὸν δίκαιον. In a good state much 
οἵ τὸ φυσικὸν δίκαιον (τὸ πανταχοῦ τὴν οὐτὴν ὅχον δύναμιν; NV. ν. 7. 1) 
is embodied in the written law. Τὸ ὄγραφον δίκαιον is, in part, that 
residaum of τὸ φυσικὸν δίκαιον which either cannot be, or has not 
Ahiitherto been, embodied in the written code; in part, it consists 
Of νομιζόμενα---Ἰοοαὶ customs and etiquettes, which, so far from 
| (Biking under the φυτικὸν 2cowr, may conllict with ie. 
1 take it, then, that we must not identify the distinction before 
| us here with that between τὸ φυσικὸν δίκαιον and τὸ νομικὸν δίκαιον, 
‘as described in 2. V.y.7. We have to think simply of ‘unwritten’ 
and ‘written’ regulations. The unwritten regulations may be 
*naturally” just, or they may be only ‘conventionally’ just; they 
may be such as can, or such as cannot, be embodied in a written 
code. ‘The distinction before us indeed seems to answer exactly 
| to that between the Lacedaemonian and the Athenian δίκαια noted 
in the following passage of Justinian’s Jns/ii—i. 2. § 9 ‘ex non 
geripto jus venit quod usus comprobavit. nam diuturni mores 
consensu utentium comprobati legem imitantur. et non inele- 
ganier in duas species jus civile distributum videtur, nam origo 
εἴας ab institutis duarum civitatium, Athenarum scilicet et Lace- 
daemonis, fluxisse videtur. in his enim civilatibus ita agi solitun 
‘erat, ut Lacedaemonii quidem magis ca quae pro legibus obser- 
varent memoriae mandarent: Athenienses vero ea quae in legibus 
scripta reprehendissent [comprehendissent ὃ] custodirent.” 


ἢ μὲν ἡϑικὴ ἢ δὲ νομική] Williams brings out the force of this b, 28. 


distinction very well with—' the friendship of confidence and the 
friendship of covenant.’ Cf £. EH. 10. 1242 b. 31 ἔστε δὲ ris 


be 
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108, 38. χρησίμου φιλίας εἴδη dio’ ἡ μὲν νομικὴ ἡ δ' ἠθικᾷ. Bien © ἐ pir 
πολιτικὴ εἰν τὸ ἴσον καὶ εἶς τὸ πρᾶγμα, ὥσπορ οἱ πωλοῦντα od ἃ 
ὠνούμενοι, διὸ εἴρηται" μισθὸς ἀνδρὶ φίλῳ, ὅταν μὲν οὖν κατ᾽ Spokr/ar 
(ὗ Spengel, Fritzsche, Susemihl) ἡ πολιτικὴ αὕτῃ φιλίᾳ καὶ rope 
ὅταν δ᾽ ἐπιτρέπωσιν αὐτοῖς, ἠθικὴ βούλεται εἶναι φιλία καὶ ἐταιρικῇ, 
ὅταν μὴ κατά xt] ‘complaints arise when a transaction i 
not ended in the spirit in which it was begun,’ or in which at 
Ieast one of the parties thought it was begun: eg. A lends B 
asum of money, When B repays it he does δὸ without interest 
thinking that A lent it as a friend; but A, it appears, lint it 
as a matter of business and expected the usual interest; sce Aap 
ἐγκαλοῦσιν οὖν ὅταν μὴ διαλυθῶσιν ὡς καὶ συνήλλαξαν" εἰ γάρ πι δε 
φίλῳ δῴη τινὶ πεντήκοντα νομίσματα, μηδὲν περὶ τόκου εἰπών, ἄλλ᾽ ἀγρόφαι 
σνναλλόξαι, εἶδ' ὕστερον ἀπαιτεῖ réecy, ἄλλωι μὲν συνήλλαξεν, ὥλοι 
δὲ σπεύδει διαλυθῆναι, We have here an illustration of the tnt 
of the saying that ‘understandings are misunderstandings.” 


b, 24, 


v.20, § 6. διόπερ ἐνίοις κιτλ.} In addition to the passage quoted by 
Fritzsche from Nic. Damase. (p. 314 Tauchn, wap! Ἰνδοῖς δὲν τὰ 
ἀπουτερηθῇ δανείων ἢ παρακαταθήκης, οὐκ ἔστε κρίσια, ἀλλ᾽ οὐνὰν sinaess 
ὁ πιστεύσας), see Theophrastus περὶ συμβολαίων apud Stob. Far. τοῖ. 
ii. p. 168 ed. Meineke, Χαρώνδας καὶ Πλάτων (apparently Zegy. 915 
D and Ε). - - παραχρῆμα κελεύουσι διδόναι καὶ λαμβάνειν, dle δὲ τὰ 
πιστεύσῃ, μὴ εἶναι δίκην, αὑτὸν γὰρ αἴτιον alee τῆς ἀδικίας, Charondas 
mace laws for Catana and other cities. 


5.39.  § 7. ἢ ὀτιδήποτε ἄλλο] δωρεῖταί τι, ἢ ἄλλην τοὰ ὀφίλεναν Suhel 
(Paraph,). 


κομίζεσθαι δέ καὶ] se. the motive of this jai) φιλία, no bess 
than of νομικὴ φιλία, is after all τὸ χρήσιμον, 


b.35. ὃ 8. βούλεσθαι μέν... τὰ καλά, προαιρεῖσθαι BE τὰ ὀφέωμεῖ 
We have here the difference between the πσέιὰ for something 
remote and perhaps unatiainable, and he definite choice of some- 
thing immediately before us. The ideal of a noble life, though 
present intellectually to most civilized men, is practically too weak 
to regulate their conduct in the midst of objects appealing it- 
mediately to their desire for pleasure or profit. ‘Therefore “lo 
choose profit '— προαιρεῖσθαι τὰ ὠφέλιμα---ἶδ here tantamount to acting 
παρὰ τὸν ὀρθὰν λόγον, #,¢, κατὰ πάθον, 
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$0. δυναμένῳ δὴ ἀνταποδοτέον τὴν ἀξίαν ὧν ἔπαθεν [καὶ ἑκόντι] 1269 a, 1. 


ἄκοντα γὰρ φίλον οὐ ποιητέον] ‘A man ought, then, if he can, 
to return the worth of what he has received, and to do so willingly 
({ 4 without waiting to be asked); for he ought not to make any 
one a friend agsinst his will'—eg. by retaining us a friendly 
gift what was intended (though not stated) to be a loan. There 
is @ certain awkwardness in the proximity of dado and ἄκοντα, 
referring, as they do, to different persons; and accordingly the 
words καὶ ὀεύντι (omitted by Kb, Οὐ, Cambr., Asp.) are bracketed 
by Fritzsche, Grant, and Bywater, as an interpolation. *They 
may easily be conceived,’ Grant says, ‘to have arisen out of 
the following words ἄκοντα γάρ Rassow (Horsch, p. 102), however, 
lets them stand as genuine, and conjectures elyréav for ποιητέον, 
making ἄκοντα refer to the subject of δυναμένῳ and ἑκόντι. 1 cannot 
regard this conjecture (which is adopted by Susemihl) as at all 
probable; nor do I feel that the passage, as translated above, 
—s the difficulty which some of the commentators have found 
in ite 


Biopaprévra... παθόντα] “The accusatives are to be taken with a. 3. 


ἀνταποδοτέον Or Budvrfov. Fritzsche quotes J, WV, vii. 1, 1, vili. 14. 
4, ix. 2. 1, and (for both dat. and ace. with the same verbal 
adjective) EN, vill. 14. 3 τῷ ὠφιλουμένῳ . ., drrawcdoriow ἄντ- 
«τοδιδόντα τὸ ἐνδεχόμενον, and Plato, Rep. 453 Ὁ οὐκοῦν ἡμῖν »ευστέον 
αὶ πειρατέον . . . ἐλπίζοντας, 


‘Be αὐτὸ τοῦτο} “ἢ 6. δὲ αὐτὸ τὸ εὖ δρᾶν μὴ ἵνα ἀντιπάθῃ" (Ram- a. 4. 


sauer). 


ὁμολογήσαι δ᾽ ἄν] I prefer ὡμολόγησε δ' ἄν in correspondence a, 8. 


with ἠξίωσεν ἂν a. 7. The meaning is—If it had been put to the 
receiver when the benefit was conferred, he woudd Aave agreed to 
make repayment, if able; while, on the other hand, the giver 
swould πιο have expected repayment from one obviously unable to 
gmake it—and, it must be supposed, would not have conferred the 
benefit, Οὐδ᾽ ἠξίωσεν ἄν docs not mean ‘would not have asked 
him for repayment when he delayed to make it,’ as the Paraph, 
and most of the commentators seem to suppose, but ‘would not 


4 Bywater (Contrib, p. 61) thinks that ἄκοντα γὰρ φίλον οὐ ποιητέον is an 
adaptation of Xen. Jem. il 6. 9 ἄκοντα γὰρ φίλον ἑλεῖν ἐργῶδες. 


Mi 
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1163 α. Θ. have begun by expecting repayment from one obviously unable 


a 


ever to make it.’ In short, the fact of a benefit having been con 
ferred raises the presumption that the giver expected, when he 
conferred it, to be eventually repaid. He believed that the te 
ceiver would be able to repay It; otherwise he would mot have 
conferred it. There is no reference here, it seems to me, to the 
case of a friend διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον, or creditor, finding out im course of 
time that the debtor is insolvent, and making him a present of the 
sum owed. 


ὑπομένῃ ἢ μή] ses εὐεργετούμενοι Rams, τὴν «ὐεργεσίαν Corte 
“Consent to receive the benefit on these terms, or decline it.’ 


δ 10. ἀμφισβήτησιν κτλ] We must repay benefits καθάπερ fa 
ῥητοῖς εὐεργετηθέντας when no ῥητά exist. How are we then to 
determine what the ῥητά would have been had they existed? We 
must put ourselves back into the position we occupied before the 
benefit was conferred, and suppose ourselves to be making an 
express bargain for an advantage which we wish fo get, but of 
course should be unwilling to pay too dear for, The price for 
which we could have got the advantage, supposing the question of 
price to have been raised, is what at least we ought to pay now in 
return. It is of course very difficult thus τὸ construct ῥητά after 
an interval of time, The giver will maintain that the circum- 
stances were exceptional and enhanced the value of the benefit, 
and that he would not have conferred it if he had known that x 
smal] a return would be offered for it. The receiver om the other 
hand will point out that the benefit has not come to much, and 
will maintain that he never thought that {t would, ‘The standard 
however which must be found, if an agreement between the parties 
is τὸ be reached, is—What did the receiver think it worth Syfore Ae 
got it? The giver cannot expect more than this: see ix. 1. 9 
ἡ ἀμοιβὴ γίνετοι πρὸς τοσοῦτον ὅσων ἂν τάττωσιν of λαμβάνοντες, δεῖ F 
ἴσως οὐ τυσυύτον τιμῶν ὅσον ἔχοντι φαίνετωι ἄξιον, ἀλλ᾽ ὄνον «ρὶν ὄχειν 
ἐτίμα, 

From Theoph. περὶ συμβολαίων (apud Stob. Fler, wal. ii. 166 ἐᾷς, 
ed. Meineke) we learn that understandings likely to develop into 
misunderstandings of the kind indicated in the section before us 
(viii. 13. 10) were discouraged by many Greek codes, whieh com 
tained provisions for the payment on the spot of an ἀρμαβὼν pet- 
portioned to the amount to be afterwards paid in full, 
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Ἐ 1]. ἐπαρκεῖ] se. ὁ εὐεργέτης. In the friendship of Profit equal 1163 a. 18. 


advantages are exchanged: the question is—What is the amount 
‘of the advantage received? for an equal advantage must be given 
in exchange for it. But the Friendship of Virtue is not a συνάλ-, 
Aeype, but a Life in which the friends stimulate each other to the 
‘manifestation of that which proceeds from virtue, 


τῆς ἀρετῆς... κύριον] ‘for in choice lies that which is essential a. 22. 


to virtue and character.’ It is προαίρεσεε which converts the δύναμις 
τῶν ἐναντίων into the Ze (Met. 6. 2 and 5), and ἀρετή is defined as 
ἃ ὅξιε προαιρετική (Ε΄. Nii, 6. 15). In. ΜΝ. κι 8. 5 we read ἀμφισ- 
βητεῖταί τε πότερον κυριώτερον rie ἀρετῆς ἢ προαίρεσις ἣ οἱ πράξειε. The 
‘answer had been given in ili, 2. 1 οἰκειότατον εἶναι δοκεῖ (ἡ προαίρεσιν) 
τῇ ὀριτῇ «οἰ μᾶλλον τὰ ἤθη κρίνειν τῶν πράξεων, Taking these 
passages in connexion, we can see that in the section before us 
{vil 13. 11) τὸ κύριον means that which, being essential to virtue, 
serves also as a xperjpwor, by means of which we may determine 
whether virtue is present in a given case. Accordingly in the 
friendship of virtue, the standard by which we measure the worth 
of a friendly office is the choice or intention of the agent, for this 
is a true expression of his virtuous character, to manifest which in 
fellowship with a ἕτερος αὐτός is the one object of the friendship. 


CHAPTER XIV. 
ARGUMENT. 


People fall out in the unequal as welt as in she eguat friendships : for each 
of the sequal friends” thinks that he ought to get the larger shave’: the 
‘fricwd” whe ἐν beiter or more wexsful thinks thal, az in a joint-stock husineis 
the larger contributor gets the larger share of the profits, 0 in friendship the 
etter or more wseful friend” showld yet « larger share of remuncration. sinless 
the * friendship’ i to become a burden or tax. On the other hand, the needy 
gud inferior * friend’ thinks that the only wse af 4 good and powerful * friend* 
ἐπὰν Aelp the mucdy, Each seoms to ἐν right—4ach ought 10 got out of the fritnd- 
ship ‘a larger share'—bal not, of course, of the same thing: the superior friend 
aps fo get his larger share én honour, and the needy friend his larger share 

ὧν material » The same rule holds in public life as im frientsaip > it 
ἐξ in honour that those swho spend money for the common good get their reward, 


-- 
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honour being whas the community has te give for tewepis received. A wan com 
ot get of the same time doth money and honour ont of the cemwmmity > and as 
no ene cares to be a laser all round, if mower ἐξ spent for the cemamen geet, 
honour ix expected μα return. 

Jt ἐν proportion, as toe hove said. which introduces epwatity inxto renege! 
friendships awd pruscrves thee: the ῥέεν vohe dows wore for the moral end 
‘material advantage of the other meat get Soweur—this is shat the other hae te 
sive: even honeur is not really equivalent ἐν the greaiest benefits (suck wt there 
conferred by she gods and by parent): beet it ἐπ the best thing toRich Che ather can 
give, and as such meets the requirements of frieudinip. pes oo), 
henafits conferred by parents have me real equivalent, Thx ἐ toby a father 
may disswm his som (of course natural affection and interest will restrain Aber 
from doing 50 wnless his sen is wery bend) ; bet ἃ som way ewer altiowem Ais 
Sather (Af the som is badd he may chink ὧν bis imcerest ἐν alien his father), for 
‘he cam never clear off the dest which ke onces ἐρ kis father. 


2104.24. §§1,2.] These sections are best illustrated by the parallel 
passage ££. H. 10. 1242 Ὁ. 6 ἐν μὲν τῇ end? ὑπεροχὴν ἀξιοῦται τὸ 
ἀνάλογον, ἀλλ' οὐκ ὡσαύτως, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μὲν ὑπερέχων ἀνεστραμμένωε τὸ 
ἀνάλογον, de αὐτὸς πρὸς τὸν ὀλάττω, οὕτω τὸ παρὰ τοῦ ὀλάντονοε yok 
μένον πιρὸς τὸ παρ᾽ αὑτοῦ, διακείμενος ὥσπερ ὄρχων πρὸ ἀρχόμενον" εἰ 
δὲ μὴ τοῦτο, ἀλλὰ τὸ Tor κατ᾽ ἀριθμὸν ἀξιοῖ. ch γὰρ δὴ call del τῶν 
ἄλλων κοινωνιῶν οὕτω συμβαίνει" ὁτὲ μὲν γὰρ ἀριθμῷ τοῦ ἴσον μενέχουισι 
ὁτὲ δὲ λόγῳ... ὁ δ' ὑπερεχόμενος τοὐναντίον στρέφει τὸ ἀνάλογω; ail 
κατὰ διάμετρον συζεύγνυσιν (on this sce Jackson, Book ν, pp. 95 568}. 
δόξειε δ᾽ ἂν οἴτων ἐλαττοῦσθαι ὁ ὑπερέχων καὶ λειγουργία ἡ Φαλία καὶ 
ὁ κοινωνία, δεῖ ἄρα τινὶ ἑτέρῳ ἀνισάσαι, καὶ ποιῆσαι ἀνάλογον. τοῦτο 
δ' ἐστὶν ἡ τιμή, ὅπερ κοὶ τῷ ἄρχοντι φύσει καὶ θεῷ mphe τὸ ἀρχύμενεσ. δᾶ 
δ᾽ ἰσασθῆναι τὸ κέρδος πρὸς τὴν τιμήν. 


*.20. § 1, λειτουργίαν] properly a public service defrayed by ἃ private 
citizen—a rpmpapxia, χορηγία, OF ἀρχιθοωρία. 


5,7. 8 8. ἡ τιμὴ δὲ κοινόν] Fritzsche quotes i, δ. 4. τιρὴ τοῦ πολιπικοῦ 
βίου σχεδὸν τέλοι. 


5.8. οὐ γὰρ ἔστιν ὅμο χρηματίζεσθαι ἀπὸ τῶν κοινῶν καὶ τιμᾶαβαι 
Rassow (Forsch. p. 26) brackets these words as merely ἃ repe- 
tition of the words οὐ γὰρ τιμᾶται «rr. b.6. The clause ἐν πᾶσι 
γάρ «rd. Ἐν 9 has no causal connexion, he thinks, with the 
bracketed words. Susemihl places the words οὐ γὰρ raparm ».. 
τιμὴ δὲ κοινόν after the words bracketed by Rassow, I think that 
the received text is satisfactory, and that the connexion may be 


= all 
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traced as follows—é +b κοινὸν εὐεργετῶν gets a reward from the 1163 Ὁ. & 


κοινόν, This must be τιμή, not money, for, gud εὐεργετῶν τὸ κοινόν. 
(ει. a8 ἀρχιθέωροι) and not ἑαυτόν, he spends money—and that 
such a εὐεργετῶν must get τιμή, since he does not get money, is plain, 
for no one is willing to sacrifice himself all round. 


τες ἀνταποδοτέον, ἀποδιδόντα] For the change of case b.13. 


See note on διαμαρτόντα vill. 13. 0, ἃ. 3. 


§ 4. ἀπείπασθαι] According to the Athenian law a father might 19, 


dissolve the legal connexion between himself and his son by the 
Process of dmoxipugie:-—cf- Plato, Legg. 928 E ἐξεῖναί σφισιν, ἐὰν 
βούλωντοι, τὸν υἱὸν ὑπὸ κήρυκος ἐναντίον ἁπάντων ἀπειπεῖν υἱὸν κατὰ τὸν 
γόμον μηκέτ᾽ εἶναι, He had to prove to the satisfaction of the court 
his son's deficiency in filial attention, riotous living, and profligacy 
generally. If the ἀποκήρυξες were not avoided by the father’s sub- 
Sequent pardon of his son, the latter was disinherited at his father’s 
death. Apparently his privileges as to the tribe and state however 
‘were not affected by dwonipufis (cf Plato, Leggy. 2c. ἐν μὲν οὖν ἄλλῃ. 
πολιτείᾳ παῖρ ἀποκεκηρυγμένος οὐκ dv ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἄπολις εἴη, ταύτης δέ, fs 
ἴδε οἱ νόμοι ἔσονται, ἀναγκοίως ἔχει εἰς ἄλλην χώραν ἐξοιαίζεσθαι τὸν 
ἀπάτορα), See Smith's Dict. of Antiquities article, Apokeruxis, 
{surnmarised above), and Lucian’s (?) ἀποκηρυττόμενον, which opens 
as follows—' A son disinherited by his father studies Physick, and 
by a sfecifick remedy cures his father who was become distracted, 
and was given over by all other physicians, Thereupon the father 
eancels the will, and again declares him bis heir. But afterwards 
upon the son’s refusal of curing his mother-in-law that was fallen 
into the sam distemper, he is disinherited a second time, against 
which the son makes the following oration.’ 


ἅμα 8 ἴσως xrd] ἴσωε δ᾽ oidele πατὴρ ἀφίσταται τοῦ υἱοῦ εἰ μὴ b. 23, 


ὑπερβαλλόντως εἴη μοχϑηρός (i.e. the son)—Paraph. οὐδεὶρ δέ ποτε 
ἀποστήσεται τοῦ υἱοῦ εἰ μὴ μοχθηρὸν ἴδοι αὐτὸν Svra—Asp, 


διωθεῖσθαι] of the father. 
τῷ 86] the son. 


ω.. 


BOOK IX, 


Introductory Note| The Ninth Book may be described as a not 
very systematic collection of ἀπορίαι regarding Friendship, which 
are discussed and answered on the general principles laid down in 
the Fighth Book. Michelet (pp. 281 sqq.) thinks that this eollec« 
tion did not originally belong to the Eves, and he identifies it 
with the θέσεις φιλεκαί 8, in the list of Diog. Laert. (No. γα, Rose), 
the περὶ φιλίας a of the same list (No. 24) being the Eighth Book. 
But although the Ninth Book undoubtedly consists, ia main pars, 
of ἀπορίαι, there are certain chapters (4-6, 1166 a. 1-1867 δ. 16) 
of an expository character which seem out of place in a collection 
of davpia, Spengel (Aris! Stud. i. pp. 215 8564.) callls attention 
to the fact that the Eudemian equivalent of these chapters, and of 
chapter 7—Z. E. Ἢ. 6-8, 1240 a. 81241 δ, 12 (= 2 AF ix. 4-9, 
1166 ἢ. 1-ἰ 168 a 27)—is inserted at a point which corresponds in 
the Z. Δ. to that between chapter 8 and chapter 9 of 2. JV, vii— 
1159 b. 45. Whether the writer of the #. £. found &, A ix, 4-7 
in £, NV, viii between chapter 8 and chapter 9, or merely altered 
the arrangement in his own version, is a question which, in 
Spengel's opinion, cannot be answered. 

The writer of the Jf AL, without following exactly the order 
observed by the writer of the Z. Z,, does not, in Spengel’s view, 
deviate seriously from it, Suscmibl however (Wér. Eh. fx 203) 
of opinion that the writer of the Af, ΑΝ must have read ix. ¢-6 
where we find them, and not in viii, because the order of his 


discussion (df, Af. 1210 Ὁ, 32-1212 b. 23) ἰδ partly that of the 
£.£, and partly that of our ZN. 
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‘Why and how ix. 4-6 stand where we find them, whether the 
writer or editor of the Book intentionally placed them there, or 
they came theré by some accident, are questions which, I think, 
cannot now be answered, and therefore need not be asked. As a 
whole however Book ix has a distinctive character of its own, and 
1 see no reason for doubting that it was written to follow Book viii. 
‘As Spengel (Arist. Siud. i. pp. 215 564.) says, ‘Das neunte Buch 
besteht aus Aporien: es sind Zweifel und Bedenken, die, nachdem 
die Erklirung von der φιλία im vorausgehenden Buche gegeben ist, 
entstehen kinnen und gelést werden milssen, wie etwa bei der 


CHAPTER I, 
Ancument. 


The proportion which eqwalises persons who are dissimilar and maintains 
friandsbip between thom is the same as that which rerulates the exchanges ἐν 
φῦλ the shocmaker, weaver, and other members of the community receive due 
returns for their products. In commerce, however, the dissimilar peoducts ex- 
hanged art all riferred toa common measure—money: whereas the diusimilar 
services rendered by much ‘friends’ ax lover and beloved have uo common 
mwcasure ὁ hence recriminations, and dissolution of ‘friendship’ The liking of 
such “friends” ts mot for each other as persons, but for the stock of pleasure or 
Profit which each has at kit disposal ; and if this comet 0 an end, or turns out 
40 de different from what it was supposed to be—as when the musician found 
ent that Ais patron had already paid him with the pleasure of expected payment 
their friendship comes to an end, 

Who ompht τὸ decide what ἐν the worth of a service rendered, where mo bar« 
grist kat been wade Seforthand? The person who confers the service, or the 
να who receives it? The receiver surely, for the person who confers a 
service, without making @ bargain, leaves the remuneration to the pleasure of 
the receiver, This is what Protagoras did’: he let the pupil fix the amount of 
‘the fee : but in such matiers some people like better the princigte of fixed fees.’ 
At for the teacher who begins by * receiving” the fee, and then fails to fulfil the 
extravagant promises by which he induced hit pupils to pay in adeance—he 
maturally Becomes the object of complaint: this is what the sophiats have to do, 
Sor under wo other syriem would people pay them anything for their knowledge, 
Biwt those who confer benefits for the sake of the persons benefited (shit is what 
they ἀρ ins the friendship based on virtue), are, as we Aave sate, wener objects of 
cemplsint, and ought £0 get α΄ return equivalent to their good intention, for 


—— 
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intention ts the oscasure of arwe friendship amd of τέντκε. The rervie condered 
by α true teacher of philosophy mast be estivosie’ im the seme way 93 Cnt 
rendered by a true friend. Tt cannot be messured by the standard of money : 
Aonavr cannot be weighed in the balance apwinct it; bet perkape emowieh te dime 
W the disciple gives in return what Ke cam, ἂ ἐν the gods aud bo parents, 

Where the service iz rendered, not for the sake of the person te soho it ἐγ 
rendered, Dut in view of some return (which, hewever, has ποῦ ὅκων agreed wpe 
teforchand), it ἐν, of course, best that the returm waste should be ome stick 
oth parties think adequate: failing senantovity ow this point, #1 weewld seem fo 
se met only necessary but fair that the receiver chould fix the amount of the re: 
turn, he being the only juige of hows mewck bereft be ar derived from the 
service: and this rule docs not apply omly in‘ fricackibig,’ for the price even of 
ἃ thing that és tought ἐν what the buyer titi gine for “1: and tm some statce 
there i uo legal recoury of debtr—on the principle shat if you begin by 
trusting ἃ man you ought wot to end by suing hiv. 

Whew a service, then, ἐν rendered without any arrangement as to the return, 
at is for the receiver to fox the amount of the return—the giver eannet be alienel 
to do το, for people put too high a value on the things which they give: bet te 
᾿Α τρις the amount the viceiver must go, mot by what he thinks the verwice worth 
‘new that he has received it, but hy cwhat he though! it swort® Before he received 
dts for people generally do wot put the same vadue on a thing woken they have ὦ 
1 they did whem they wished ἐν get if, 


§ 1. ἀνομοιοειδέσι] These ‘heterogeneous friendships,’ as Ram- 
sauer points out, have not been previously referred to under this 
name. They are not the same as al καϑ' ὑπεροχήν, but exist where 
the object of the association is not the same on both sides, one 
party seeking for instance pleasure, and the other money in 
return for pleasure provided. Of viii. 4. 1 μάλιστα δὲ καὶ de τούτοιν 
al φιλίοι μένουσιν, ὅταν τὸ αὐτὸ γίνηται παρ᾽ ἀλλήλων, οἷον ἡδονή, καὶ κὴ 
μόνον οὕτως ἄλλὰ καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ αὐτοῦ, οἷον τοῖς εὐτραπέλοις, καὶ μὲ de 
ἐραστῇ «αὶ ἐρωμένῳ οὐ γὰρ ἐπὶ τοῖς αὐτοῖς ἥδονται οὔτοι, ἄλλ' ὃ μὲν ὡρῶν 
ἐκεῖνον͵ ὃ δὲ θεραπευόμενος ὑπὸ τοῦ ἐξ Tr is obvious that persons 
whom it would be impossible to distinguish as ὑπορέχων «ak ὕπερ: 
«χόμενου may be ἀνομοιοειδεῖς φίλοι, 


καθάπερ εἴρηται] It has been said before (e.g. vill. x4. 4) that 
proportion equalises the difference between the superior and 
inferior, and so preserves friendship between them: but it leas mot 
been said (expressly at least) that it preserves friendship between 
those whose difference is not quantitative, but qualitative (deepen 
abeie). See Ramsauer ad Joc. Grant's reference to viii, κα, 1 is 
thus hardly relevant, 
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‘The Paraph. simply identifies αἱ ἀνομοιοειδεῖς φιλίαι with al καδ' 1169 b.93. 
ὑπεροχὴν (ἐν μὲν οὖν τοῖς κατ ἰσύτητα φιλίαιε τὰ ἶσα ἀνταποδοτέον 
δλλήλοιε τοὺς φίλους, ἐν δὲ ταῖν ἀνομοιοειδέσι φιλίαις, καθὼς εἴρηται, τὸ 
dnidoyor), but the writer of the commentary on this Book styled 
Enstratius by Aldus (but identified with Mich. Eph. by Rose, 
Commentare sur Ethik des Aristoleles, Hermes, vol. Ν᾽ sees the 
difficulty, and takes great pains to show How αἱ ἀνομοιοειδεῖς are καδ' 
ὑπεροχὴν τττ-ἀνομιμνῆσκει τῶν ἐν τῷ πρὸ τούτου βιβλίῳ εἰρημένων καὶ 
μδειγμένων" Bake γὰρ ὅτι τὸ ἀνάλογον σῴζει τὰς ἀνομοειδεῖς φιλίαι. 
ὁμοειδεῖς δὲ φιλίαι εἰσίν, ... αἱ τῶν ἀγαθῶν. αἱ δ᾽ ἄλλαι πᾶσαι ἀνομοειδεῖς, 
(the reading of Lb, Mb, Ald., CCC., Cambr., BY, BY), ὅμοιοι γὰρ καὶ 
ἴσοι ἀριθμῷ κιὴ δυνόμει οἱ ἀγοθοΐ,, . . ἡ δὲ τοῦ πατρὸς mpde νἱὸν φιλότης, ἢ 
τοῦ υἱοῦ πρὸς πατέρα, οὐχ ὁμοῖα οὐδ᾽ ἴση ἁπλῶς «τὰ. It is scarcely 
necessary to point out that this identification of αἱ ἀνομοιοειδεῖς φιλίαι, 
with ai xa? ὑπεροχήν, on the ground that οἱ τῶν ἀγαθῶν, being 
ὁμοειδεῖς, are nol καθ᾽ ὑπεροχήν, ignores Aristotle's plain statement 
that in all the three kinds of φιλία we have ὑπεροχή and ἰσόνηε--- 
Vill 13-1 τριττῶν δ᾽ οὐσῶν φιλιῶν... . καὶ καθ᾽ ἑκάστην τῶν μὲν ἐν ἰσότητι" 
φίλων ὄντων τῶν δὲ καθ᾽ ὑπεροχήν {καὶ γὰρ ὁμοίως ἀγαθοὶ φίλοι γίνονται, 
καὶ ἀμείνων χείρονι, ὁμοίων δὲ καὶ ἡδεῖε καὶ διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον, ἰσάζοντεν ταῖν 
ὠφολείαιε καὶ διαφήρουτεε) κιτλ, 


πολιτικ] sc, κοινωνίᾳ Mich. Eph., Par., Fritz. Stahr, Peters, b, 34, 
Ruamsauer however supplies φιλίᾳ, which is probably right, as it has 
certainly to be supplied in the next § with ἐρωτικῇ : of B. 2. Ἡ. 10. 
1242 Ὁ, 32 βχλύπει δ' ἡ μὲν πολιτικὴ εἰς τὸ ἴσον καὶ els τὸ πρᾶγμα, ὥσπερ 
οἱ πωλοῦντες καὶ of ὠνούμενοι, διὸ εἴρηται. 


ὠμιοθὸς ἀνδρὶ φίλῳ" 
ὅταν μὲν οὖν nal! ὁμολογίαν (7) ἡ πολιτικὴ αὕτη φιλία, [καὶ] roped ὅταν 


δ' ἐπιτρέπωσιν αὐτοῖς͵ ἤδικὴ βούλετοι εἶναι φιλία καὶ ἑταιρικῆ, These 
words occur in ἃ context extensively drawn from ΑΝ. ix. t. 


ξ ἃ. ἐν δὲ τῇ ἐρωτικῇ κιτιλ.} ὁ. here there are misunderstandings 1164 α. 2, 
because there is no common measure. 


§ 8. τοῦτα δὲ μὴ ἀμφοῖν ὁπάρχῃ] Peters with ‘they do not both » 8, 
get what they want, misses the force of ὑπάρχῃ here, which (ae 
may be scen from the use of ὑπάρχοντα below, a. rr) marks the 
subsistence of a quality—rb ἡδὺν εἶναι or τὸ χρήσεμον εἶναι---ἶπ A, not 
the satisfaction derived by B from that quality in A. The Paraph. 

‘vor. πὶ z 


—— 
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1104 a, 8, is right with ovpSalve δὲ τὰ τοιαῦτα, ὅταν 6 μὲν δὲ ἡδονὴν ἐρῶν, ὁ δὲ διὰ 


“το. 


alg, 


τὸ χρήσιμον, εἶτα μήτε οὗτοι πάνν ἡδὺς ἧ, μῆτε ἐεέῖνοι χρήσιμοι. 


ἀλλὰ τὰ ὑπάρχοντα] Mich. Eph. has συμβαίνει, .. τῆς φιλέον 
διώλνσιν,,. διὰ τὸ ἀπυλιπεῖν τὸν μὲν ἐραστὴν τὰ χρήματα, ἐνίοτε δὲ καὶ τὸν 
ἀκμήν, τὸν δ᾽ ἐρώμενον τὸ κάλλον' οὐ γὰρ αὐτούς φησιν ἐφίλουν ὡς οἱ 
σπουδαῖοι ἀλλὰ τὰ ὑπάρχοντα αὐτοῖε' ταῦτα δ' ἦσαν τὸ widdos καὶ τὰ 
χρήματα οὐ μόνιμα ὄντα, 


ἡ δὲ τῶν ἠθῶν] Mich. Eph, the Paraph., Stahr., Rams, and 
Grant take this a8 equivalent to ἢ aor’ ἀρετὴν φιλία, or perlect 
friendship. Victorius however refers to viii. 4. τ, where, speaking 
of the instability of the friendship between ἐραστήν and ἑρόμονι, 
Aristotle says πολλοὶ & αὖ διαμένουσιν, ἐὰν ἐκ τῇε συνηθείαι τὸ ΨᾺῃ 
στέρξωσιν, ὁμοήϑεις ὄντες, The words of Victorias are ‘quot 
sequitur apud auctorem ἡ δὲ τῶν ἡθῶν καθ᾽ αὑτὴν οὖσα μένα ἴα 
accipio ut pertineat ad candem amicitiam declarandam qua jurci 
sunt inter se amator deliciueque ipsiug: usu enim venit aliquasda 
ut ipsa quoque maneat, cum pura atque integra est: neque colt 
propter explendam libidinem, aut fructum inde aliquem comme 
dumque auferendum : sed propter morum ingenSique similitudines: 
nam quod addidit nunc hoc a se antea dictum fuisse, it 
locum eum in quo primum superiore in libro de ipes praectl: 
usus enim quoque illic est in aliis iisdem quibus hic verbls, qoe 
sunt hace πολλοὶ δ᾽ αὖ era. vi Zell takes the same ver 
as Victorius, referring the words ἡ δὲ τῶν ἡδῶν ex. to tbe tenth 
φιλία of the immediate context and quoting vill. 4. 1, "Bpwrue $= 
(as Victorius and Zell understand the present passage) is peculiaty 
unstable unless it happen that similarity of character (Pq whet 
good or indifferent) establishes a more lasting bond between δὲ 
lovers. 

Against this interpretation are the words καδ' αὑτὴν οὖσα, which 
can scarcely be anything but an abbreviated expression for 6% 
(ie. ἐν τῇ τῶν καθ' αὐτοὺς ἀγαθῶν) δὲ αὑτοὺς φίλοι εἰσί: see BE. N, τᾶ, 
3. 6—the passage, I take it, referred to here (ix. x. 3) in the woe 
καθάπερ εἴρηται. Of course ἥ τῶν ἠϑῶν φιλία bas, in any cath 
nothing to do with the ἠθικὴ φιλία of 2. JV. vill. 13. 5, which Gl 
under the head of ἡ διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον. 


ξ 4. κιθαρῳδῷ] Seo the notes of Zell, Michelet, and Grant, fet 
the story, 
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κἀκείνου ye χάριν ταῦτα δώσει] ἐκείνου is ὧν a.20 and ταῦτα what 
he has to offer in return: ὧν γὰρ ἕκαστος δεῖται τούτων ἕνεκα δίδωσιν ἃ 
τυγχάνει κεκτημένος αὐτός (Paraph.), The reading τὰ αὐτά (ΟΡ, and 
fan authority known to Mich. Eph.) is accepted by Michelet with 
the sense—' he will be ready to give of his own an amount equal 
to that which he receives.’ Coraes reads τὰ airov—the conjecture 
of Muretus. The change of number (ὧν ἐκείνου) hardly calls for 
notice ina writer like Aristotle; at any rate I cannot think that 
Fritzsche’s explanation adopted by Grant is satisfactory—' Pro- 
nomen ἐκείνου singular numero ad priorem multitudinis numerum 
(Gr δεόμενος τυγχάνει) rofertur propterca quod una res, singulari 
desiderata occasione, exprimitur’ The passage vili, 3. 3 referred 
to by Fritzsche in illustration seems to me rather to be a good 
example of a change of number carelessly made without any reason. 


§§ 5-9. τὴν ἀξίαν καὶλΘ. When a service has been rendered 
without any previous διομολογία, or understanding between the 
parties respecting its value and the remuneration to be given in 
return for it, διοφοροί and ἐγκλήματα naturally arise. With whom, 
in such a case, does it rest to put an end to them by fixing the 
value or remuneration? With the recipient: for the other party 
tannot force a service (or whatever else), at his own price, on an 
unwilling recipient, and if (whhout an express διομολογία) he 
performs it, he evidently does co leaving the remuneration to be 
settled by the recipient, This is what Protagoras did; but what 
‘ordinary sophists do not venture to do. They even collect their 
foea in advance, It is to be carefully noted that, in these sections, 
Aristotle is speaking only of those cases in which no previous 
διομολογία exists. The εὐεργεσίῳ ἄνεν διομολογίας of these sections 
may be compared with the ἠθικὴ φιλία of viii. 13. 7, When, in viii. 
τῷ, 11, Aristotle says generally that the standard of value in ὁ διὰ 
τὸ χρήσιμον φιλία is ἡ τοῦ παθόντος ὠφέλεια, he states the basis 
indeed on which the question of price must be discussed by 
εὐεργέτης andl παθών, but does not of course mean it to be under- 
stood that the Intter can (except in the absence of a διομολογίω) fix 
the price of the ὠφέλεια, The unwillingness, due to various causes, 
of the prospective εὐεργέτης to perform the service has the effect 
of making the (prospective) παθὼν estimate the ὠφέλεια more highly, 
‘The unwillingness of the one to perform the service below 4 
certain price, has as much to do with the result of the διομολυγία, as 

a2 


— 


1104 8. 31. 


1164 4.95. 


κα. 35. 


a 38. 
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the unwillingness of the other to receive it above a certain price : 
or otherwise —The ὠφέλεια of the buyer is the ultimate standard of 
value, but the application of this standard to a particular case, 
resulting in the naming of a price, is not Jefi to the buyer alone. 
If it were possible for him to fix the price as low as he liked, it 
would be possible for the seller to go on always selling at a lox 

It ig therefore only of αἱ Guev διομολογίαν εὐεργεσίαι, oF of transxctions 

falling under the head of ἠθικὴ φιλία, that Aristotle's answer to the 

question asked here at the beginning of § 5 applies. 

§ δ. προϊεμένου... προλαβόντος] Zell thinks that προλαβόντος is 
simply equivalent to λαβόντος τ but Coraes is right, 1 think, wit 
τοῦ πρώτου λαβόντος, ἀντιδιασταλτικῶς πρὸς τὸν ἀνπιλαμβάνοντα eal der 
χομιζόμενον τὸ ὑπηρετηθέν. | 

Πρωταγόραν] Coraes, Michelet, and Stahr quote Plato, Preiig. 
928 B ἐπειδὰν γάρ rie παρ' ἐμοῦ μάθῃ dv μὲν βούληται, ἀποδέδωκεν ὃ he 
πράττομαι ἀργύριον, ἐὰν δὲ μὴ, ἐλθὼν εἰς ἱεράν, ὁμόσας, ὅσον ἂν φῇ ἴω 
εἶνοι τὰ μαθήματα, τοσοῦτον κατέθηκεν. But perhaps the pressure 
exercised by means of this method was more considerable tat 
Protagoras wished it to be thought. 

ἐν τοῖς τοιούτοις δ᾽ ἐνίοις ἀρέσκει τὸ " μισθὸς δ' ἀνδρί “1 Rameauet 
brackets these words as out of place. The context in which te 
quotation occurs in the ZY, Bud, (i. το, 1242 δ, 34}—wia, where 
πολιτικὴ φιλία, i-€. ἡ τῶν πωλούντων καὶ ὠνουμένων, is cliscurssed—be 
considers more natural, But if we remember what the [δὲ 
(Hesiod ἔργ. κ. ju. 368) is in full, and what ite context is, it wil 
appear, I think, that Ramsauer is wrong in bracketing the ποῦν 
before us, 

μισθὸς δ᾽ ἀνδρὶ φίλῳ εἰρημένος ἄρειου ἔστω, 

καὶ τε κασιγνήτῳ γελάσας ἐπὶ μάρτυρα ϑέσθαν" 

πίστεις δ᾽ ὅρα ὁμῶς καὶ ἀπεστίαι ἄλεσαν ἄνδρας: 
#.¢, even with a friend, nay even with a brother, let there be 
no ‘mere understandings’; let every contract be entered into 
ἐπὶ ῥητοῖς, This is the advice of Hesiod. After mentioning that 
Protagoras allowed his pupils to fix the fee, Aristotle 
to say that in the matter of fees to be paid for philosophical 
instruction (ἐν voie τοιούτοιρ), some teachers (éiow) are oF tht 
opinion of Hesiod, that there should be a stated fee (to 
afler the instruction has been received), although the relation of 
teacher and pupil is one of friendship rather than of busises 


tl 


ie 
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fall ἐγκλήματα are avoided. Those Sophists however who, 1184 α. 26, 
satisfied with having a fair arrangement beforehand as to 
yemuneration to be paid afterwards, go to the extreme of 
‘ing that fees proportioned to their extravagant pretensions 
tid in advance, naturally become objects of complaint when 
pupils find out that they have been swindled. We have thus 
relations between teacher and pupils—(r) where the pupils 
te fee: (2) where the fee is fixed beforehand in a fair manner, 
‘ding to the standard of remuncration commonly recognised 
‘uch instruction: (3) where the pupils are swindled by an 
stor, The expression of προλαμϑάνοντες τὸ ἀργύριον is to be 
fatood in close connexion with the rod προλοβόντοε of line 
+ Where there is no διομολογία, the προλαβίῶν, not the mpolé 
ἃ. 23 (or drrdaBév b. 11), fixes the return; but if the πρόληψιν, 
| money received for services yet to be rendered, the transaction 
fisgraceful one in which the rule laid down at the beginning of 
ves not apply, Οἱ xpoAupBdrurres τὸ ἀργύριον (as distinguished 
those, προλαμβάνοντεν τὴν εὐεργεσίαν) cannot be allowed to ‘fix 
tice,’ Their services would be dear at the lowest price, 

I am right in supposing that Aristotle has Hesiod’s whole 
ixt in his mind here—viz. μισθὸς δ᾽... ὥλεσαν dedpar— the 
for appositeness of the quotation in the Eudemian connexion 
ot be admitted, 


I. ἐν οἷς δὲ μὴ γίνεται διομολογία τῆς ὑπουργίας} The subject α. 93. 
Gn διομολογίαν ὑπουργίαι is now resumed after the digression 

the teachers who act on the maxim μισδὸς δ᾽ dvdpi, and insist 
διωμολογία. 


ri δι᾽ αὐτοὺς προϊέμενοι] those whose friendly services are ». #4, 


to and for the sake of the personality of their friends, 
a view to some advantage (ἐπί nu § 8, Ὁ. 6) to be received 

: οἱ ὠφελοῦντερ τοὺς φίλου δι᾽ αὐτοὺρ καὶ προϊέμενοι τὰ ἑαυτῶν 
να ἂν al cnoedita, oa distinguished from οἱ ἐπέ 
διὰ χρήσιμον ἢ διὰ ἡδονῆν (Paraph.), 


rox] In Perfect Friendship 2 διομολογία is unnecessary. α. 35, 
lerstanding is possible, because the value of a service 
in its being the true expression of a virtuous character, 
such it is immediately recognised by the agent's ἕτερον 


ἅ1θ4 5.1. 


»9. 
b. 12, 
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τὴν ἀμοιβήν re ποιητέον κατὰ τὴν προαίρεσιν (adm γὰρ τοῦ φίλον 
καὶ τῆς ἀρετῆς}} “The return made must be for what the giver 
intended; for it is the intention which is the significant thing iz 
a friend and in virtue.” 

οὕτω δ᾽ ἔοικε wed] se. σοιητίαν εἶναι according to the commen- 
tators; but Ramsauer suspects the passage. As we shall κε 
later, the highest friendship is of the nature of philosophical inte 
course—a kind of Dialectic. 

ξ 8, μὴ τοιαύτης] 26, μὴ δι᾽ αὐτούρ, 

ἐπί rim] ‘for some τοΐαγπ᾽ --- τ 4, not δι᾽ οὐτοῦν, ‘for the 
friends’ sake,’ The expression ἐπί rm does not necessitly 
imply that the transaction is ἐπὶ ῥητοῖς, or founded on a definite 
διομολογία, as Mich. Eph. seems to take for granted—d)¥ ἀΐ 
sen, τουτέστι δὲ ἀντίδοσιν καὶ ἀντευποιΐαν τὴν διὰ χρημάτων' τοῖν 
γάρ ἐστιν ἢ δὲ ὁμολογία, An adequate return is expected by 
the giver, but no definite bargain has been made in the ὅθε 
which the section has in view—a case answering t te 
description of Oui) φιλία given in viii, 13. 7 ἡ δ᾽ ᾿δαὴ εἰς αἰ 
ῥητοῖς, ἀλλ᾽ dx φίλῳ δωρῶᾶται ἢ ὀτιδήποτε ἄλλο' κομίζεσθοι δὲ Set 
τὸ ἴσον ἢ πλέον, ὡς οὗ δεδωκὼς ἀλλὰ χρῆσαι. There being no previor 
agreement, or διομολσγία, the recipient, as an honest man, a7 
try, if possible, to meet the expectations of the giver—pahurra sit 
ἴσως καὶλ. b. 7; but if this be not possible, he has the matter 
in his own power, and must make what payment he tinh 
equivalent to the benefit received. 

προέχοντα }- προλαβόντος of § 5. 

καὶ γὰρ ἐν τοῖς ὠνίοις οὕτω φαίνεται γινόμενον ‘for even whea 
ἃ thing is offered for sale, this rule holds good’—ie the buyee 
fixes the price: a fortior?, then, in the cases just mentioned, where 
ἃ more or less friendly gift or loan has been made ἐπί rus, bat 
ἅνευ duopodoyias, the receiver fixes the amount of the retum. itis 
not necessary to think, with Ramsauer, of a thing being bought 
ἄνευ deopodoyiae—this would surely be an unusual caye—but rather 
of the ‘higgling of the market,” by which a διομολονγίο as to price 
is arrived at. Where things are not offered for sale "αὶ fined 
prices,’ the buyer rather than the seller seems to ‘fix the price! 
when he beats down the seller. Again, at an auction the highest 
bidder seems to fix the price, The Paraph. andl Mich. Eph, both 
seem to understand the reference to be to the “higgling of the 


el 
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market’: the Paraphrast has καὶ ἐν τι 
ἃ γὰρ ἀνούμενος τάτται τὴν τιμὴν acd μετρεῖ τῇ ἑαυτοῦ ὠφελείᾳ ἢ τῇ ἡδονῇ, 
καὶ τοσούτου ἄξιον εἶνοι λέγει τὸ ζητούμενον ὥνιον : and Mich. Eph. 
has—é γὰρ πιπράσκων πλέον ἀεὶ ζητεῖ τῆς ἀξίας, ὁ δὲ ὠνούμενος τοσοῦτον 
δίδωσιν ὅσον ἂν οἴηται γινέσθαι τὴν ἀπὸ τοῦ dylov ὠφίλεων, 


8:9. ἐνιαχοῦ τ᾽ εἰσὶ νόμοι τῶν ἑκουσίων συμβολαίων δίκας μὴ εἶναι b. 15. 


xt] Having instanced the ‘higgling of the market’ to show 
how much power rests with the ‘receiver’ even as prospective 
tyyer, Aristotle now adds that in some states the law declines 
to imterfere with him as debéor—it may be even as fraudulent 
debtor. 

The expression ἑκούσια συμβόλοια (cf: Plato, Rep. 556 A) seems 
to be equivalent to the ἐκούσια συναλλάγματα of 2, NV. ν. 2. 13, viz. 
πρᾶσις, ὠνή, δανεισμός, exd., with this difference perhaps that it 
calls special attention to credit given in these transactions. In 
Athenian law συμβύλαια (plur.) is a bond or covenanf— more 
particularly with regard to money lent, Where credit was given, 
‘even ἐπὶ ῥητοῖς, it would appear from this and the parallel passage 
vill, 13, 6 (where see note), that in some states there was no legal 
remedy against one who declined to fulfil the contract. See 
Newman's notes on Po, 1263 Ὁ. 21 and 1267 b. 37, where he 
quotes Strabo 7o2— δίκην δὲ μὴ εἶναι (among certain Indians) 
πλὴν φόνου καὶ ὕβρεων' οὐκ ἐπ' αὐτῷ yap τὸ μὴ ποθεῖν ταῦτα, τὰ δ΄ ἐν 
τοῖς συμβολαίοις ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ ἑκάστῳ, ὥστε ἀνέχεσθαι δεῖ ἐάν rie ποραβῇ 
τὴν πίστιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ προυέχειν ὅτῳ πιστευτέον, καὶ μὴ δικῶν πληροῦν 
τὴν πόλον. 


yap ....b. 20 λαμβάνοντες] Ramsauer regards these words as Ὁ, 15, 


out of place here, and in themselves confused, and brackets them: 
wivor, ΟΥ̓νομοθίτης (suggested by Mich, Eph), is scarcely satis~ 
factory, he thinks, as subject of ofera: and the comparison begun 
by δικαιότερον is not completed—i, ¢, the reason for the failure of 
the giver to make a just estimate of the value of the benefaction 
is indeed stated, but evidently the writer intended to go on to 
point out that the receiver's estimate is also prejudiced, though 
not to the same extent as the giver's, for he adds ἀλλ᾽ ὅμων nvr. 
In addition to these points noted by Ramsauer, I would call 
attention to the point that of ἔχοντες in the suspected passage is 
used of of προϊέμενοι, whereas in § 8 προέχοντα is the receiver, and 


Avie οὕτω φαίνεται γινόμενον; 1184 Ὁ, 19, 
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1204.15. ἔχοντε and ἔχειν at the end of the present § also refer to the 
receiver, 

If the passage suspected by Ramsauer be allowed to stad 
as it is, ἀλλ᾽ ὅμωρ will mean, Ἐ suppose, ‘notwithstanding δὲ, 
extravagant value attached by the giver to his gift, it ἐκ the 
receiver's estimate that he has after all to accept as final” 


v.20, ϑεῖ δ᾽ ἴσως κτλ]ῇ The statement that the receiver, in estimating 
the value of a service, must keep in view the distinction between 
ἔχοντι and πρὶν ἔχειν shows that the case here contemplaled & ore 
in which the service has already been rendered without previoet 
διομολογία, and it devolves upon the receiver alone to determine | 
as an honest man what return he will make. Ramsuelt 
suggestion to read the sentence τὰ πολλὰ γὼρ οὗ τοῦ Tow run 
οἱ ἔχοντετ καὶ οἱ βουλόμενοι λαβεῖν afier ἐτίμα Ὁ. 2x seems WO ME 
an excellent one, and enables us to give of ἔχοντες its prope 
meaning, which, as I have pointed out, we cannot give it whett 
it now stands. 1 offer the following rearrangement, which m= 
only allows us consistently to refer ἔχοντι, ἔχειν, and of ἔχωπε 
to the receiver, but meets Ramsauer’s difficulty about 
and places ἀλλ᾽ Suwe where its force is felt:—$ γὰρ 
τοῦτον οἴσται δικαιότερον tifa τοῦ ἐπιτρέψαντοι' τὰ γὰρ οἰειῖα me ἃ 
διδόωσεν ἑκάστοις Φαίνεται πολλοῦ ἄξια" δεῖ δ' ἴσως οὗ τονοῦτον ἐνὸν 
ὅσον ἔχοντι φαίνετοι ἄξιον, ἀλλ᾽ ὅσου πρὶν ἔχειν ἐτέμα' τὰ συλλὰ γῷ 
ob τοῦ ὕτου τιμῶσιν οἱ ἔχοντες καὶ of βουλόμενοι λαβεῖν" ἀλλ᾽ Spat ἧ 
ἀμοιβὴ γίνεται πρὸς τοσοῦτον ὅσον ἂν τάττωσεν οἱ λαρμβῶτα, ΤΣ 
difficulty of finding a subject for otra, points, I think, to a ἰδοῦ, 
between ἐκοινώνησεν and ᾧ y¢p b. 15. 


CHAPTER IL 
Axum. 


The following also are difficult questions —Ought a man aways ἐν give the 
preference to dis father, and obey bine in all hinge? Or engght he, whew sich, 
τ obty his doctor vather than his father, and, in electing α generat, woe for Mt 
candidate whe Aas military experience? And agein—showkd ome do α urmit 
toa friend rather than to a good man? Should ome reveunpense a dapat 


= 
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rather then bestow @ gift on @ comrade, when ems connet do beth? Well, it is 
‘not easy te give exact answers to such questions. Cases differ indefinitely, aud 
hat ἐν right or necessary in ome case is perhaps not so in another can. But 
this is plain—that one ought not 10 give the same person the preference in all 
things, Also, ax a τινάς, ome ought to treat services rendered as debts and repay 
thems before one makes presents ἐν one’s associater—as a rile: for there are exe 

‘Aas heen ransomed from trigands by 5: should A ransom or repay 
B, or should he ransom kis own father? Tiere cam be only one answer. He 
ought 10 ransom his father. Another care im which the general rule that 
aerwices emght tobe ripaid Whe debts is perhaps inapplicable, ἐν where A docs a 
service ἂν δ᾽ whom he knows to be & good man, and B is thus put in the 
porition of owing a return ἐσ A whom he supposes 10 be a bad man. Thus, of 
A lends money to B knowing that Δ᾽ is an honest man and will pay back the 
dean, B is wot bound in turn to lend monty te A whom he looks upow ax a ας. 
Aenest man and not dihely ἐν repay it. B's return docs not stand on the same 
Footing as A's ovicinal service, if Bis right in his opinion of A's character ; 
‘and if Ais opinion is mistaken, yet it is his opinion, and we need not be ταν 
priced at Kis acting on it. However, where circumstances vary indafinitely it 
ἕν ienpocsible te give definite answers + only thus much iz clear—that the same 
rretearns are mot to be rendered to all porsont, and that all things are mot ἐσ be 
rendered even to a father, any more than all things are offired to Zeus, There 
ὅτε things which are properly and fittingly rendered bo parents, brothers, com= 
famions, and benefactors respectioely—this ts indeed commonly recognised: thus 
‘8 ds their kinsomen whom people invite lo weddings and funerals, on the ground 
hat these are important family events, 

Te parents, as to the authors of their being, children ompht to render support, 
ἀπά also honour, as to gods: but not every hind of honour ; for in the first place 
the Aenower due fo a fother differs from that due te a mother ; and again the 
enour ἄμε to a father differs from that due to a philosophic teacher or 10 
egewral. Iudued, to all those who are elder honour ἐν due according £0 age— 
ἐπε respect of seats and other such matters, 

To comerudes and brothers our bearing ought £0 be frank and open, To kins 
σῦν, Sellow-tribesmen, feilow-cttisens, and ail others we must try to give what 
ἐν srveraliy due to them according as they stand in different dagreas of relation 
ship to enrselvcs, and differ in virtue ar in usefulnest. Where people are of 
the ὅποια Aind it bs not very difficult to assign to cach his due; due where 
they differ it ἐν α harder task ; still, we must not shrink from it, but do owr 
Hest to assigns rightly, 


Introductory Note] 1n this chapter, Michelet remarks, we have 
the beginnings of Casuistry. ‘Casnistry’ has got a bad reputation 
because it has manufactured, in imitation of bond fide cascs of 
‘moral perplexity, cases which no honest man would find perplex- 
fng—and this, with the concealed object of resolving them in a 
sense favourable to some dishonest inclination. The perplexing 
cases given in this chapter are all, however, bond fide ones, though 
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the form in which some of ther are presented reminds one of the 
Debating Society, They are cases with which an honest man 
might find himself confronted—cases in which he has to choos 
between two courses of conduct, each of which alternately ‘com- 
mon sense” presents ns a ὁ duty’—if it seems right to choose the 
‘one, it then seems wrong not to choose the other. 

Common sense takes out of their real context certain points 
‘of view, presented by imagination, and recommended to the 
attention by feeling, and makes them into absolute ancl self 
subsistent ‘entities,’ incapable, naturally, of reconciliation as parit 
of a rationally consistent system, ‘To attempt to solve for him- 
self ‘ the problems of casuistry’ from the level of ‘common sense" 
can accordingly only weaken the moral nature of the man who 
attempts it. He has to believe in ‘two duties” in the same cit+ 
cumstances, to one of which he must needs be unfaithful. lasted 
by the thought of unfaithfulness to a ‘duty,’ every time he # 
forced ta make a choice in circumstances of moral perplexity he 
does violence to an honestly entertained moral sentiment, atd 
brings himsclf gradually nearer a point at which it is no longer 
doubtful that bis decisions have become dishonest. 

“The problems of Casuistry’ are only for the man who has 
risen above ‘common sense’ to the height of reason; who eum 
see life clearly as a single organic whole. Of course the practical 
difficulties of distinguishing between the right and the wrong, aid 
of choosing the right, remain for such a man; but the fallacy of 
the ‘ two duties in the same circumstances ’—of the moral npr 
in imperto—no longer imposes upon him, He now perceives that 
there can be only the one duty, however hard to find, in the ent 
set of circumstances, His attitude towards the perplexities of BE 
is a resolute and objective one. He is not paralysed by Sf 
thought that, when he docs what is right, he is also doing whit ® 
wrong. His philosophy has not made life less perplexing in deta, 
but it has given him the great idea of the organic unity of δε 
world—an idea which inspires him with fortitude and resigealione 
It is the clearness with which Aristotle presents life as a ration 
whole that makes the discussion of * the problems of Casulsiy”# 
Satisfactory in his system, Φαντασία and πάδον break Duty ino 
ἃ multitude of ‘cases of conscience '"—Life, into a chaos of βεραπὶς 
and repugnant items, making it ‘a series of episodes, like αὶ bel 
play. The perplexities of *Casuistry” represent the work of 
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φαντασία and πόθυε. The resolution of these perplexities is the 
work of Reason. On the relation of Philosophy to Casuistry, see 
Green's Prolegomena, §§ 314-328. 


$2. τῷ καλῷ καὶ ἀναγκαίῳ} τῷ καλῷ marks the claims of the 1640.20. 
Form or Ideal which the good man strives to realize ; τῷ ἀναγκοίῳ, 
the limitations imposed upon him by the mavler of his circum 
Stances. ‘For the different cases differ in all sorts of ways, 
according to the importance or unimportance, the nobility or 
necessity of the act” (Peters). 


ἢ 4. ἀπαιτοῦντι δέ] τὰ λύτρα (Coraes), 1105 aL 
ξ δ. προῦπορχήν] ‘ the primary obligation’ (Grant), ro 


6 μὲν... τῷ 54] Both refer to the same person, viewed first a5 a. 6. 
προϊέμενος, and then as ἀντιλομβάνων, 


οὐκ ἴσον τὸ ἀξίωμα] the claim is not equal’ (Grant): of: Mich. 10. 
FEph—oiti pip ἴσον τὸ ἀξίωμα, ἀλλὰ τὸν μὲν πονηρὸν δανείζειν ἐπιεικεῖ 
ἄξιον, τὸν δ' ἐπιεικῆ τὰ ἴσα κοὶ τὰ αὐτὰ πρὸν τὸν μοχθηρὸν ποιεῖν οὐδεὶς ἂν 
ἀξιώσει. Victorius has—Non est par postulatum. 


οἴονται] Coraes reads οἴεται, which the Paraph. seems to support 5. 11. 
With—dire τοίνυν dnd περὶ τοῦ μοχθηροῦ νομίζει ὁ ἀγαθός, be nal τοῦτο, 
Βοχϑηρὸς ἔσται, καὶ abe ὁποδώσει͵ εἰκότα ποιεῖ μὴ δανείζων" εἶτε μὴ οὕτως. 
ἔχει, οεται δέ, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο οὐκ dpelBerm τοῖς ἴσοις, καὶ οὕτως οὐ πόρρω 
out τοῦ δικοίον, Cornes also reads δόξειεν with ¥, Mb, Ob, Ald, 
instead of δόξαιεν given by Kb, Lb, Cambr., the subject of οἴεται, 
and δύξειεν being the σπουδωῖυρ, There can be no doubt, however, 
that if we read οἴοντοι and δόξοιεν, their real subject is still the 
zovdeior, not both parties. Ramsauer sees this, for on the words 
οὐκ dy δόξαιεν ὅτοπα ποιεῖν he has—‘sc, of ἐνίοτε τὴν προνπαρχὴν ote 


ἀμειβόμενοι: The change from the singular ἐλπίζω to the plural 
οἴονται need not surprise us in Aristotle, 
ξ 6. πολλάκι] i. 3. 2, ii, 2. 3. 4. 18. 
τῷ διῇ Grant refers to νυ, 7. 1. 5.16. 


§ 7. κήδη] ‘funerals Mich. Eph. is certainly wrong with κήδη a. 30. 
δ᾽ εἰσὶ τὰ πρὸ τοῦ γάμου συναλλάγματα. Why, as Michelet asks, if this 
i the meaning, are τὰ κήδη mentioned separately from and after 


1165 0. 80. 


0.23, 


a 24, 


«27. 


a 84. 


a 88, 
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the γάμοιξ According to the Jnd. Arizf. the word occurs only 
here in Aristotle, 

§ 8. τροφῆς... γονεῦσι... ἐπαρκεῖν) The genitive is pani- 
tive— to supply one’s parents with their due share of sustenance! | 
Zell and Coraes, following the Paraph., conjecture τροφήν, The | 
regular construction of ἐπαρανῖν ig dat. of the person and accel 
the thing, The dat. of the thing however occurs. Perhaps we 
should read τροφῇ. 


σιμήν] σε. ἀπονεμητέον. 

891 Fritzsche, Grant, and Ramsauer quote Plato, Hep. 425 4 
σιγᾶς τε τῶν νεωτέρων παρὰ πρεσβυτέροις, ὧν πρόπει, καὶ caraxAlres καὶ 
ὑπαναστάσεις. 

συγκρίνειν τὰ ἑκάστοις ὑπάρχοντα] ‘to assign to each what is 
properly due on the ground of relationship, goodness, or usefulness! 

χρῆσιν] Williams very plausibly translates this by ‘ intimacy — 
of. Latin usus; but the commentators are probably right with 
‘usefulness’: χρῆσις is not quoted! in the Jd. Ariré, in the seme 
of ‘intimacy ] 

$10. ἡ σύγκρισις] So Bywater after Ruelle (Revs de ΤΑ 13, | 
p- 17g), for the αρίσιε of the MSS. ‘The question, says Bynaie | 
| 


(Contributions, p. 62), ‘here is not of “ judgment" ar * distinction” 
or any thing of that sort, but rather of combining the persons ant 
their respective dues’—and he quotes de Gen. εἰ Corr. 329 b 28 
for the usage, and compares ovypiow here with σύζευξεν in B¥, 
ν. 3, τᾶ. 


CHAPTER II, 
ARGUMENT. 


Another difficult quertion is about the dissolution of friendship with tet 
swho do not rematn the same. 

Where friendship is for profil or Nearure, of cowrse it ἐγ quite maturel that ® 
should be broker off when the profit er pleaswre ceases > ma fault cam δε frond 
with the friend who ier breaks it of, wales: be has deem pretending ἐν tale εν 


“ὦ 
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rath fertomal ehsracter, chile all the time Be wae reaily ἔα ἔσον soit 
2 im that care the ether would have α right 10 complain of 
Sead friendship—a such worse thing than counterfeit coin But if a 
‘mam make another his friend on account of that other's xoodness ard that other 
δόρατα Sad, com he cantinue εν howe Aims as a friend? Surely mot. He cannot 
ἄντα that which is evil, er be like tt ; for, as tue have seen, like tows tke, Is 
Ke then to break of the friemachip αἱ once? Net unless the ether har become 
 fncuurably bad. If the other's character can still be refermed, he could mot do 
sangthing wore worthy of friendship than trying to reform it, Again if one of 
‘the too friends remain the same, ond the other become a much beter mex, ἐγ 
the fatter sill to heep up his friendship with the former? He can harily do 
saat amy rate wot if his friend δε α friend of Boyhood whe has remained α bey 
ΓΟ ῥα understanding, while he has hionslf become a man of distinguished excellence; 
for sohat could the tastes of two such persons have in common? How could two 
duck percent see much of each other ἢ Te the distinguished man then to make 
πὸ difference hetncen hit old friend and a stranger? Our answer t¢—he ought 
fe remember the old intimacy. Something ἐξ due to bygone friendship where 
the eeparation has wot beer evcasioned by the old friend turning owt a very bad 
man, 


$1. διὰ τὸ Hos] a ἀρετὴν καὶ τὸ for (Mich. Eph.). 1105 Ὁ, δ. 


ἐν ἀρχῇ] No remark exactly corresponding to this has been b. 6, 
made. Zell, Coraes, Fritzsche, and Michelet however refer to ix. 
4. 4, and Michelet regards the expression ἐν ἀρχῇ as showing that 
this collection of δέσεις φιλικαί constituting the Ninth Book was 
published separately. Rameauer finds the ἀρχῇ in vill, 13. 5 
| γίνεται οὖν τὰ ἐγκλήματα μάλισϑ' ὅταν μὴ κατὰ τὴν αὐτὴν συναλλάξωσι καὶ 
| διαλύωνται, where the discussion of διαφοραί begins, 
$2. κιβδηλεύουσιν] The commentators quote Theognis— 5,9. 
χρυσοῦ κιβδήλοιο καὶ ἀργύρου ἤνσχοτου ὅτη 
Κύρνε, καὶ ἐξευρεῖν ῥᾷδιον ἀνδρὶ σοφῷ" 
εἰ δὲ φίλου νόον ἀνδρὸν ἐνὶ στήθεσσι λέληθε 
ψυδρὸν ἐών, δόλων δ' dv φρεσὶν ἦτορ ἔχει, 
τοῦτο ϑεὸς κιβδηλότατον ποίησε ϑροτοῖσι, 
καὶ γνῶναι πάντων τοῦτ᾽ ἀνιηρότατον. 


ξ. 8, ἀποδέχηται] ‘receive into his friendship.” be 18. 


οὔτε δὲ φιλητὸν (τὸ) πονηρόν] This is Bywater’s reading, υ. 
after Stahr, for Bekker's οὔτε δὲ φιλητέον πονηρόν. Ramsauer and 
Susemihl, however, rightly (I think) bracket the words (omitted by 
Τὴ, reading οὐδέ (Ramsauer’s conjecture) before δεῖ Ὁ. 15. ΚΡ 
‘omits οὔτε δεῖ; φιλοπόνηρον. We may suppose that the scribe of ΚΡ, 


bi 


1165 Ὁ, 15. 


biol. 
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with a text before him like Bekker’s, accidentally omitted οὔτε δέ 
φιλοπόνηρον, because of the similarity of these words to οὔτε & 
φιλητέον πονηρόν which he had already transcribed, “They are νεῖν 
similar; and a reason for their similarity may be given as follow— 
The original text being ap" ἔτι φιλητέον; ἢ οὗ δυνατόν, εἴπερ μὲ τῶν 
φιλητὸν ἀλλὰ τἀγαθόν, οὐδὲ Leis φιλοπόνηρον γώρ «σι, an carly 
blunder repeated the words οὐδὲ δεῖ φιλοπόνηρον. ΤῊΣ blunder ws 
then rationalised by the alteration of the first member of the ditto- 
graph into οὔτε B8 φιλ[ητε)ο[ ν πονηρόν, and of οὐδὲ fn the second 
into οὔτε. The scribe of ΚΡ, with this rationalised dittograph belie 
him (as we have it in Bekker’s text), was led by the siniariy 
Detween οὔτε δὲ φιλητέον πονηρόν and οὔτε Bei φιλοπόνηρον accidently 
to omit the latter. Fritzsche omits οὔτε δὲ φιλητέον πονηρὸν οὔτε δὲ, 
supposing that these words represent two glosses on φιλυαύηρν 
γὰρ ob χρὴ «ἶναι, viz, οὐ φιλητέον πονηρόν and οὗ δεῖ φιλεῖν πονηράν, 

φιλοπόνηρον] Zell and Coraes quote Theophrastus, Char, 14 (24) 
περὶ φιλοπονηρίας. καὶ τὸ ὅλον φιλοπονηρία ἀδελφή ἐστε τῆς πωνία 
nal ἀληθές ἐστι τὸ τῆς ποροιμίας τὸ ὅμοιον πρὸς τὸ ὅμοιον πορεύεσθαι, 

τῷ τοιούτῳ] τούτῳ ὃ τοιούτῳ is the reading adopted by σθαι, 
Fritzsche, and Susemihl, and found in Par. 1417, corr® Ἀν, 
Cambr,, and yp. Ob, Τούτῳ ἢ τοιούτῳ is the rearing of KS, WM, 
BY, Br, Ald. Bekker’s and Bywater’s τῷ τουνύτῳ is the readine 
of L?, Ob, CCC, and B See Bywater’s Consesbutions, t 63. 
4. οὐδὲ γὰρ περὶ ἀλλήλους ταῦθ᾽ ὑπάρξει abroig) ἐξ τὸ 
ἀρέσκεσθαι τοῖς αὐτοῖε, &c. ‘for not even in regard to each other's 
character will their tastes agree ’ (Peters). 


εἴρηται] Cf vill. 5. 3, and vill. 7, 4 


§ 5. ap’ οὖν οὐθὲν ἀλλοιότερον κτλ] ‘ought he then to place 
himsclf in no other relation towards him than towards one whe 
had never been his friend?” 
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CHAPTER IV. 
ArcuMENT. 


‘The characteristic marks of our friendship for ethers seem to be copies of 
these which belong to the feelings with which we regard ourselves, The wearks 
recognised as characteristic of our friendship for others are that we 
EIA cmd try 10 effect the good of our friends, or what we think 10 be their 
geet-—that we wish theos f0 exist for their own sakes (this bs what mothers wish 
Jor theie children, and feiends who have had a difference wish for each ether) 
that we spend our time with them and choose the rame things at they dr, 
apmpathixing with their joys and sorrows (as, again, mothers espectaily do as 
regards their children), Now there are the marks which characterise the fetl= 
ings af the good man towards himself, and the feelings of other ier towards 
themseives, in se far as they suppore themselves to be good —Jor the goed man, or 
Ms τόνε, as we have sce, ts always the standard. The good man ἐξ in com 
cord with himself, and secks after the sante things with all parts of hix soul. He 
ἀνέιλεν and tries to effect his oum goed for ris own sabe—that ts, for the sade of 
the rational part of hir mature: Ke also wishes 40 exist, and continue im ex= 
istence, for to hint exivtence is α good thing—that ἐν, his own existence within 
the liesits of Awan nature, for he docs wot wish to leave his old self bebired, 
amd become another deing—not coen God with al! the good which God ax God 
possesses. Such a man toishes to spend Abt life τοῖα Mimself: for what cout 
‘Be mare pleasant this life ἐγ full of happy memories and goad hoper: his mind 
ἐκ rickly stored with things worth thinking abmut, Morsceer, ke sympathisrs 
the fl soith Ais own pains and pleasures. The seme things always give hiss 
pain, ard the same things always xive him plearure, without exception ; for he 
sewer, τὸς may say, feelt regret, 

Sweh, them, being the good masi's relation to himself, his velation to his friend 
πολὺν other self—rwill be similar, Whether his relation to himself is ' friend 
ahip? ἐν ἃ question which need mot be discussed at present: thus much however 
ὑπνῶν be sel, that it scems to be fricudship im so far as it has two or more of the 
characteristic marks of friendship just mentioned. Also, the expression, " Ha 
θεν is fem at himself’ —muraning thas his friendship for him is nery great 
sears to ionply that aman can be Ais own ‘friend? 

The characteristic marks of feiemithip which have been mentioned som to 
helog even to the feclings with which men who are bad regurd themselves ; 
«πεῖν, Bowever, in τὸ far as such men are pleased with themselves and think 
themseloet The feelings with which those who are so utterly bad at mot 
to he able to think themselves good regard themselves have certainly none of 
the characteristics of friendship ; and, perhaps we ought ἐν say, even the feelings 
‘of those whe are bad without being uiterly bed are destitute of these character~ 
istics : for such men are at variance with themselves ; their desires and wishes 


Ves 
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conpfict like there of the incontinent ν instead af that sobich they recognise ἀν 
00d they choose at which ἐν Hewant andl brings hares or throwgh coward 
and stoch they hot aleof from doing wibat they think right ; ad semvetioves te 
thought of the evit deeds they hawe ciawe, and the decertation ἐδ which they et 
held for their vice, wake thems flee life and destroy themretoes, Ales, the 
reiched seh arsociates, flecing from theonceleur, Whe they are ky themstles 
they rementber and Look forzoard to masch that is disegrecable which they αν mt 
think about when they are with others. There is wothing in them ἐν attrat 
(friendship, and so they have no friendly feelings towards themtetoer. They ds 
‘nat exter in a friendly soy even isis their om jopt and seorenor, Thetr seals 
care brudert up tite factions ; ane part és grieved becawse ἦν cammot grt something, 
nd antler rte glad ibreats they are soon serry that they have Brom gil: 
they are full of regrets, This is the state of the wiched—sarcly α vereitlel 
siate : (5 behoves ws therofore to flee reichedess, and try with all our might ie 
ἐν goad, and εν become friends to eurseives amd ethers, 


[See Introductory Nofe to Book ix for the relation of Chapters 4-6 
to the rest of the Book.] 


δ 1, 2.) Five φιλικά, or characteristics of Friendship, are enc- 
merated in § 1, all of which are to be found in the good mans 
relations to himself, § 2. These are— 

1. τὸ βούλεσθαι καὶ πράττειν τἀγαθὰ ἢ τὰ φαινόμενα ἐκείνου dooce, 

3. τὸ βούλεσθαι εἶναι mod ζῆν τὸν φίλον αὐτοῦ χάριν. 

3. τὸ συνδιώγνιν. 

4: τὸ τὰ αὐτὰ αἱρεῖσθαι. 

5. τὸ συναλγεῖν καὶ συγχαίρειν τῷ Gd, 

The good man (§§ 3-5) (1) wishes good to himself for his own 
sake—i'e. for the sake of his Reason which is himself; (2) he 
wishes his own continued existence ; (3) he dwells with himself in 
the pleasant memories of the past, and the good hopes of the 
future; (4) he is of one mind, always secking the same things with 
all parts of his soul; and (5) the same things are always distastelal 
to him, and the same things pleasant; he does not now fail’ te 
sympathise with feelings which he entertained then; he has π΄ 
cause for repenting. Bad men on the other hand (§§ S—10) flee 
from themselves, even to the length of suicide. Their souls are 
full of disorder and regrets, As Eudemus says (2, 2. Ης δ. 1240 
Β. τό, ἃ chapter to be read in connexion with the chapter before 
Us)—6 γε poxdnpde οὐχ ele ἀλλὰ πολλοί, καὶ τῆς αὐτῆς ἡμώρας ἕτερος κα 
ἔμπληκτον (unstable). 

‘These feelings, then, with which the good man regards himpll 


il 
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are said (§ 1) to be the source of the feelings with which a friend is 1106 » ν, 


ἢ or—the chief characteristics by which friendship is 
defined, find their explanation in the good man's attitude to him- 
self; as Eudemus says (Z. 2. Ἡ, 6, 1240 Ὁ, 2)—dwarra ταῦτα (4. 
τὰ φιλιά) ἐποναφέρεται πρὸς τὸν iva, and (1240 b. 17) ἢ αὑτοῦ πρὸς 
αὑτὸν φιλία ἀνόγεται πρὸς τὴν τοῦ ἀγαθυῦ. The good man realises 
perfectly in himself that oneness of soul and life which characterises 
the relationship of those who are ἕτεροι abrol to each other. But 
this derivation of the feelings of friends from the feelings of the 
good man towards himself must not be taken too literally. The 
dogical order may be that stated by Aristotle in ix. 4. τ; but the 
chronological order is different. The good man himself is the 
result in time of that development of society from Family to City 
which φιλία or social feeling bas rendered possible ; or, to put the 
game truth otherwise—that Reason which gives the good man his 
‘unity of life, and in virtue of which he is his own constant ‘ friend,” 
is realised not in an isolated individual but in a citizen; it is the 
form under which, at last, after ages of incessant struggle with dis- 
integrating forces, the good of men, as members of a society held 
together by utility and natural affection, has presented itself to the 
‘most gifted minds: or again—the ‘ self’ which the good man loves 
30 constantly is not the isolated self of sense which seeks its own 
good at the cost of others, but the rational self which consists in the 
happy consciousness of being joined together with others in a 
beautiful social order. 

‘The ‘good man’ therefore cannot be abstracted from the society 
in which he has his being, in order that the feelings with which he 

“himself” may be represented a3 the source of those 
with which he regards his friends; for we can define ‘himself* 
only as ‘a being whose very essence is regard for others— 
devotion to Justice and Friendship.” Eudemus indeed (2. 2. 4, 
6 sub imi), before beginning the remarks parallel to those 
in this chapter, points out that φιλία πρὸς αὑτόν can be spoken of 
only in the sense in which ἀδικία πρὸς αὐτόν is spoken of (see E. NV. 
¥, 11.9). Friendship, like justice, is properly between man and 
man. ‘Those whom it unites most perfectly are indeed similar in 
character and interests; but it is only by a figure of speech that 
‘those who are similar can be represented as one person. 

We must suppose therefore that Aristotle is describing the 
logical as distinguished from the chronological order, when he 
VOL, ie aa 
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1188 a. 1. writes (ix. 4. 1) τὰ φιλικὰ δὲ τὰ πρὸς τοὺς πέλαι, καὶ οἷς of φιλίοι ὀρίζοντα, Ὁ 
ἔδακεν de τῶν πρὸς ἑαυτὸν ἐληλυθέναι, Just as the State is said in the 
Politics to be logically or metaphysically prior to the individual, 
though chronologicaily subsequent, 0 here Reason is represemedas 
prior to the State itself—the harmony of the rational soul withia 
itself is represented as the source of those friendly relations which 
‘bind men together in the State, ‘This is the logical or metaphysical, 
not the chronological order: and Coraes is, I think, much mistaken 
when, on the strength of this passage, he ascribes to Aristotle the | 
view which derives the altruistic feelings in time fram ogolstic fed- 
ings—Dov δὲ τοῦτο τὸ κεφάλαιον τῶν ἄριστα πεφιλοσοφημένων ὁπ 
περιέχει γὰρ ἐν συντόμῳ τὰ τοῖς νεωτέροις τῶν φιλοσύφων διὰ μακρῶν nee 
πραγματευμένη περὶ τῆς λεγομένης πρὸς Tule Suolove συμπαδείαα. drt 
περὶ δαυτὸν γὰρ douse διαθέσεων ἢ φιλοιαίας, ἀν Bellen ae 
λέγει τὴν πρὸς rode ἄλλους φιλίαν. Here, as 1 have said, Τότ & 
much mistaken. Aristotle is not concerned, in this chapter, with 
the Natural History of φιλία, This is one of the most metaphsseil 
contexts in the whole of his writings. He insists exclusively 
on the metaphysical priority of τὰ πρὸς ἕαντάν to τὰ φιλικὰ τὰ ep 
τοὺς πέλας, because he wishes us to regard the Friendship of 
Good Men towards cach other as the mise en sebae of Reason. 
To know oneself, to be able to contemplate with the eye οἱ 
Reason the System of Human Nature, and, in it 
to maintain it as καλάν in the midst of the ὕλη of our passion 
and necessities, is Happiness or the Chief Good, But ber 
shall a man ‘know himself’? Only by seeing himself in bit 
friends—z.e. by having friends towards whom he cam act, ant | 
s0 realise himself ; for he is what he is to his friends. As Eudemus 
puts it (Z. 2. HW, 12. 1245 ὃ, 18) ἡμῖν μὲν ob εὖ καδ' ἕτερον, dering δὲ 
(/.¢, dep) αὐτὸς αὐτοῦ τὸ εὖ ἐστίν. Tt is in strict conformity therefore 
with the metaphysical basis of his ethical philosophy and tn the 
interest of the development of his ethical philosophy om that basis, 
that Aristotle here derives τὰ φιλικὰ τὰ πρὸς τοὺς Gitowe from τὰ πρὸς 


ἑαυτόν, 


ΕῚ. τὰ πρὸς τοὺς πέλας] Bywatcr’s reading for τὰ πρὸς τοὺς dala. 
‘These words are omitted by Spengel (Aris/, Stud. ἢ, 2x), alter 
Muretus and Scaliger, as superfluous, It seems to me that the 
antithesis to ἐκ γῶν πρὸς ἕαντόν requires us to retain them. I do not 
agree with Ramsauer, whose note on ἐκ τῶν πρὸρ davrér ig —* ne adds 


| 
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cogitatione φιλικῶν, Rei prima sedes τὰ mpde éavrdv dicuntur esses 
nomina ἃ duorum societate petita sunt.’ Surely we ought to 
supply φιλικῶν here—cf. ix, 4. 10 οὕτω yap καὶ mpde ἑαυτὸν φιλικῶφ dy 
ἔχοι καὶ ἑτέρῳ φίλος γένοιτο. 

καὶ οἷς] Spengel (Arist, Studien i, 211) suggests ole eai, 

οἱ προσκεκρουκότες} ‘friends who have had a difference’ (Peters), 
‘but still are well disposed to each other at a distance. Mich, Eph. 
has ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν φίλων, φησί, of προσκεκρουκότετ, eaimep μηδὲ συζῶντει, 
μηδὲ συνδιημερεύοντεε, μηδὲ ἀλλήλοις συνόντεν διὰ τὴν γεγονυῖαν διωφορὰν, 
καὶ πρόσκρουσιν, «αὶ οὗτοι τοιούτως ἔχοντεε βούλονται ἀλλήλονε καὶ ζῆν καὶ 
κολῶς διάγειν, Ramsauer regards the words καὶ τῶν φίλων of προσ-- 
κιαρονεύτες 85 spurious, on the ground that οἱ προσκεκρουκότες, who 
have omitted that which is most characteristic of friendship, viz. τὸ 
συζῆν, can hardly be adduced in support of a definition of friend 
ship—'vereor ne absurdum sit, ad probandam aliquam amici 
dlefinitionem eos Jaudare qui τὸ μάλιστα φιλικόν (τὸ συζῆν) sane 
parum amanter omiserint ct «ὄνοι, potius quam amici, appellandi 
βίης" To this it may be replied that Aristotle is here immediately 
concerned with only one aspect of friendship, viz, τὸ βούλεσθαι εἶναι 
cal ζῆν τὸν φίλον αὐτοῦ χάριν, and οἱ mpooxeepousdres are specially 
fitted to illustrate this one aspect, which they, as it were, isolate 
from the other aspects for separate examination. It is not implied 
that of προσκεκρουκύτες are perfect friends, any more than that the 
relation of a mother to her young child (to which Ramsauer does 
not object as an illustration) is, inthe absence of ἀντιφίλησις, perfect 

ip. 

καὶ τὴν φιλίαν] ἀπὸ τούτων δὲ καὶ ὁ τῆς φιλίαν ὁρισμός, ἀπὸ τοῦ 
δρισμοῦ τῶν ἐχόντων" καὶ ὁ ὁρισμὸς τοῦ σώφρονος τὸν τῆς σωφροσύνης 
ὁρισμὸν παρέχει (Paraph.). Cf £. ΜΝ. vi. §. 1 περὶ δὲ φρονήσεως οὕτως 
ἂν λάβοιμεν, θεωρήσαντεν τίνας λέγομεν τοὺς φρονίμους, 

ξ ἃ. ἥ τοιοῦτοι ὑπολαμβάνουσιν εἶναι] The effect of this false 
ὑπόληψιε is explained below in § 7; they think that they are good, 
and 80 are pleased with themselves—dalveros δὲ τὰ εἰρημένα ({, ε. τὰ 
φιλικά) καὶ τοῖε πολλοῖς ὑπάρχειν, καίπερ oboe φαύλοις. ἄρ᾽ οὖν jt 
(0 πἰϑλζαρουν a μτέηνυνεν 
αὐτῶν; it is only by deceiving himself into the belief that his life 
has the unity of the good man's, that a bad man can feel on 
“friendly terms" with himself. I think that Bywater’s δέ, line 12, 
for γάρ is an improvement! see Con/rid. p. 63. 
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καθάπερ εἴρηται] ¢.g- iil. 4. $$ 4, δ. 

Ἱκάστων Bywater's reading afier ΚΡ for Bekket’s ἑκάστῳ. THs 
is casier than Spengel's conjecture ἑκάστου neut., for which be 
quotes (Arist. Stud. i, 217) iii. 4. 5 ὁ σπουδαῖος τῷ ἀληθὴς ὧν feserar 
ὁρᾶν͵ ὥσπερ κανὼν «αἰ μέτρον αὑτῶν dv, and xX. δ. 10 εἶ δὲ τοῦτο whine 
λέγεται, καθάπερ δοκεῖ, καὶ ἔστιν ἑκάστου μέτρον ἢ ἀρετὴ καὶ § ἀγαθός. 


8.8. κατὰ πᾶσαν τὴν ψυχήν] τῶν αὐτῶν ὀρέγεται κατά τε λογήν 
ψυχὴν eal κατὴ τὴν ἄλογον" καὶ οὐ καθάπερ ἃ δερατὴς τόναντία Corel, κ τὶ 
παθητικὸν οὐτῷ τῷ λυγιυτικῷ πολεμεῖ (Paraph.). Cf 2. Vi ag. S16 
Τῇ καὶ ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ νομισνέον εἶναί τι παρὰ τὸν λόγον, ὄνανενοώμενεν τούτῳ 
καὶ ἀντιβαῖνον «.. λόγου δὲ wal τοῦτο φαίνεται μετέχειν « « - σηδῳμῇ 
γοῦν τῷ λόγῳ τὸ τοῦ ἐγκρατοῦς---ἦτι δ᾽ ἴσων εὐηκοώτεράν don τὸ τεῦ 
σώφρονον «αὶ ἀνδρείου" πόντα γὰρ ὀμοφωνεῖ τῷ λόγῳ. 

Τὸ τῶν αὐτῶν ὀρέγεσθαι κπτὰ πᾶσαν τὴν ψυχήν is σπουδαία epoalpare— 
οἱ BLN. vic a. 2 ὥστ' ἐπειδὴ ἡ ἠθικὴ ἀρετὴ Her προαιρετωῆ, |B 
προαίρεσις ὄρεξις βουλεντιεῇ, δεῖ διὰ ταῦτο τόν τε λόγον ἀληθῆ εἶναι th 
τὴν ὄρεξιν ὀρθήν, εἴπερ ¥ προαίρεσις σπουδαία, καὶ τὰ αὐτὰ τὸν μὲν Gi 
τὴν δὲ διώκειν, αὕτη μὲν οὖν ἡ διάνοια καὶ ἡ ἀλήθεια πρακτικῆ, 


ψυχήν" καὶ βούλεται 34] Rams. and Susemihl put a full sep 
after ψυχήν instead of Bekker’s comma, and write δέ for δή. ΤῊΝ 
seems right. Having implied that the good man's =pesipeu i 
enoviaia, Aristotle proceeds {καὶ --δὲὴ) to describe his βαύλησιε, Bie | 
dpégeis being κατὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον, the λόγος will be dpéMe in relation 
to ἃ rationally apprehended end which he wishes for (Behera) 
‘This rationally apprehended end which the good man wishes foes 
the perfection of his own nature as an organic whole—or asa 
rational system (τὸ διανοητικόν), 4.¢ a9 a system οἵ harmonious 
relations not liable to be disturbed by passion. ‘The good man, as 
the Paraph. expresses it, τὴν θεωρίαν ἔχει τοῦ τέλους τῶν δωυτοῦ πράξεων, 
whereas the bad man has only φαύλῃ ἡδονή, 

τἀγαθὰ καὶ τὰ φαινόμενα] Explained by vill 4, 2 φιλεῖ δ' Zemerer 
οὐ τὸ by αὐτῷ ὀγοδὸν ἀλλὰ τὸ φαινόμενον. διοίσει δ᾽ οὐδέν" Foren γὰρ τὸ 
Φιλητὸν φαινόμενον. In the case of the good man, however, the 
difference between τὸ ἀγαθόν and τὸ φαινόμενεν ἀγαθόν ts merely ὁ 
formal one ; for ἐν ἑκάστοις τἀληθὲς αὐτῷ φαίνεται (Κ᾽, JV. tik 4. 4). 


(ποῦ γὰρ ἀγαθοῦ τἀγαθὸν διαπονεῖν) added to explain καὶ πράττων 
‘The good man does not stop at βούλησις, but goes Of ἴο πρᾶξις, 


ail 
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tO mean that the good man devotes himself entirely to his ‘in- 
tellect” strictly so called; that he gives himself up to the cultiva- 
tion of his ‘scientific faculties.’ If he did, his life would be as 
onesided in its own way as that of the politician who sacrifices the 
good of his nature as a whole to his ambition, or as that of the 
‘wadesman who sacrifices it to his desire for gain. Τὸ νοοῦν or τὸ 
διανοητικόν is the whole nature of man gud conscious for itself of 
the harmonious action of all its parts. These * parts’ are feelings, 
sclfregarding and altruistic, as well as facultics and acts of know- 
ledge. Reason realises itself in the discovery of truth, and in the 
regulation of the feelings. 


man is not given in any separate impression of sense or fecling, or 
separate outgoing of desire; it exists only so far as impressions 
are related to one another, and desires are regulated. Reason (rd 
γοοῦν ---τὸ διανοητικόν), a3 the source of all relations and rules, in the 
sphere of conduct as well as in that of science, is therefore the true 
man. Τὸ βούλεσθαι... cal πράττειν .. . τοῦ διανοητικοῦ χάριν is ἃ life 
ford λόγον, in which both knowledge and conduct have due place, 
as distinguished from a life κατὰ πάθος, whether the πάθος be an 
erroneous or prejudiced notion in the sphere of science, or the 
tundue influence of a pleasure or pain in that of conduct, The 
order of Human Nature as a whole is, in short, here opposed to 
the disorder, Τὸ διανοητικόν is co-extensive with Human Nature as 
an orderly system, 


τοῦ γὰρ διανοητικοῦ χάριν κιτλ.] We must not suppose Aristotle 1160 « 10, 


ὅπερ ἕκαστος εἶναι δοκεῖ] The ' personality,’ or self-identity, of 5.17. 


8 4 ἀγαθὸν γὰρ τῷ σπουδαίῳ τὸ εἶναι) Cf Spinoza, γᾷ. iii, 6 8 1% 


and 7 ‘Unaquacque res, quantum in se est, in suo esse perseverare 
conatur, Conatus, quo unaquaeque res in suo esse perseverare 
‘comatur, nihil est practer ipsius rei actualem essentiam,’ 


ἕκαστος δ᾽ ἑαυτῷ βούλεται τἀγαθά, γενόμενος δ᾽ ἄλλος αἱρεῖται 
οὐδεὶς πάντ᾽ ἔχειν [ἐκεῖνο τὸ γενόμενον} (ἔχει γὰρ καὶ νῦν ὁ θεὸς 
τἀγαϑύν) ἀλλ᾽ ὧν ὅ τι wor ἐστίν" δόξειε δ᾽ ἄν τὸ νοοῦν ἕκαστος εἶναι. 
ἢ μάλιστα] Susemihl brackets these words (ἕκαστον ἃ, το «-. 
μάλιστα ἃ. 23), and Ramsauer brackets ἕκαστον ἃ. 19... ὅ τι mor? 
ἐστίν a, 22. The passage may be a ‘duplicate’ of the preceding 
section: it is certainly obscure, and interrupts somewhat the other- 
wise straightforward account of the traits distinguishing the good 


—_—  =— 


358 BOOK IX: CHAP: 4: § 4. 


1206.19. man’s ‘relations to himself.’ I transcribe Stahe’s translation, a 


fairly representing the interpretation given by those commentator 
(the majority) who do not make the words Fea yip καὶ νῦν ὁ διὲς 
τἀγαθόν parenthetical, but refer ὧν δ τι ποτ᾽ ὀστέν to ὁ Gee Ein 
Jeder wiinscht sich aber dag, was fr ihn ein Gut dst; veird er aber 
cin Anderer, so wird kein Mensch winschen, dass das neue © 
entstandene Wesen noch Alles das fortbehalte, was ¢s in sincm 
friheren Zustande besass. Freilich hat die Gottheit auch heute 
noch das absolut Gute in sich, aber eben nur daruro, weil sie ewig 
ist, was sic ihrem Wesen nach iat dies Weaen ist fi Jeden ἀε 
denkende, entweder schlechthin oder doch 

Grant and Bywater (see Bywater's text as quoted at the head el 
this note) differ from other commentators in making the words 
ἔχει yap eal νῦν ὁ Gade raéyabdw parenthetical, and referring ἄλλ᾽ ὃν tm 
nor ἐστίν, not to ὁ θεόν, but to ἕκαστος. See Grant’s note. Sasenill 
prints the passage thus—fkacros δ᾽ ξαυτῷ βούλεται τἀγαθά, γινόνννε 
& ἄλλος οὐδεὶς αἱρεῖται πάντ᾽ ἔχειν ἐκεῖνο τὸ γενόμεναν" ὄχει γὰρ «αὶ οἷν 
θεὺρ τἀγαθόν, ἀλλ᾽ ὧν ὅ τι ποτ᾽ ἐστίν, δόβειε δ' ἂν τὸ νυσῦν ὕκαστοι εἶνε, 
ἡ μάλιστα, 

If we are to assume, with Susemih] and Ramesauer, that th 
passage is an interpolation, we must, at the same time, recognie 
it (punctuated as in Susemill’s text) as the work of an ‘intempo 
lator’ who understood well the metaphysical drift of the contest 
which he thus ventured to interrupt in its even flow. We cannot 
help seeing that the present context, with its τῶν re γὰρ πναραγμόνων 
ἐπιτερπεῖς αἱ μνῆμαι, καὶ τῶν μελλόντων Amides ἀγοθαί, αἱ τοιαῦτα & 
ἡδεῖαι (§ δ), and its θεωρημάτων & εὐπορεῖ τῇ διανοίᾳ (8 5), reminds this 

‘interpolator’ of other descriptions of man’s ἀρίστη διαγωγή, in 
which its shortness, and yet immeasurable worth, are pressed on 
our notice by the comparison with it of the life of God= 
we may suppose that Mes. A. 7 (1072 b. t4—18), with its διαγωγῇ Κα 
ἐστὶν οἵα ἣ ἀρίστη μιαρὸν χρόνον ἡμῖν" οὕτως γὰρ del ἐκεῖνο (ἡμῶν ple 
γὰρ ἀδύνατον), ἐπεὶ καὶ ἡδονὴ ἢ ἐνέργεια τούτου" καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἐγρήγορστε 
αἴσθησιν νόησιν ἥδιστον, ἐλπίδες δὲ «οὶ μνῆμοι διὰ racra—was specially 
in his mind, and that his " interpolation’ means that * every man 
wirhes good things for himself: for himself, as he is, not as having 
become another being: wistes—God, indeed, now and for ever 
possesses the good, but possesses it as being what He is’ ‘The 
two points which the comparison of man's estate with God's _ 
brings out elsewhere (¢.g. in Mef. A. 7) would thus appear to be 
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brought out in this ‘interpolation’ :—(1) Man touches the good 1166.4. 19, 
in 


50 far as he is a self-identical being, ἡ ἐς rational; and God 
also touches the good as a self-identical rational being. This 
is the point in which God and Man are alike: (2) Man, how- 
ever, differs from God in the manner in which he touches the 
good. Man’s good lies in the future, and he touches it 


may change him (for he is immersed in ὅλη), and may make his 
Βούλησιε vain, He may not be present in his old person to wel- 
come the good wished for, when at last it comes. God ἐνεργεῖ, 
ἔχων (Met, A. 7. 1072 Ὁ, 22); time does not elapse during which 
He possesses a capacity which is not yet actualised (on the ex- 
ἐπεργεῖ ἔχων soe Rosmini, Opere vol. vill. p, 525, Torino, 
1857, and Schwegler, AMe/. vol. iv. p. 267). He has not an ideal, 
held up by βούλησις, of future good never fully realised. Capacity 
and actuality, the ideal and its realisation are one in Him: see 
Me. δι 7. 1072 Ὁ, 20 ἑαυτὸν δὲ νοεῖ ὁ νοῦς κατὰ μετάληψιν τοῦ νοητοῦ" 
νογτὸν γὰρ γίγνεται θιγγάνων καὶ νοῶν, ὥστε ταὐτὸν νοῦς καὶ νοητόν, τὸ 
γὰρ δικτικὸν τοῦ νοητοῦ καὶ τῆς οὐσίας νοῦς. ἐνεργεῖ δὲ ἔχων. (Here 
νοῦς is explained by Alexander ad ἔνε. as ὁ πρῶτον νοῦς---Οοἀ) Cf 
Plotinus, Zam. 3.7. 4 (vol. ii. p. 286, ed. Kirchhoft)—rois δὲ πρώτοιε 
‘eal μοκορίοιε οὐδὲ ἵφεσίν ἐστι τοῦ μέλλοντοι' ἤδη γάρ ἐστι τὸ ὅλον κοὶ 
ὅπερ αὑτοῖς οἷον ὀφείλεται ζῆν ἔχουσι war ὥστε (ητοῦσιν οὐδέν, dude τὸ 
μέλλον αὐτοῖε οὐδέν ἐστιν, οὐδ᾽ ὅρα ἐκεῖνο ἐν ᾧ τὸ μέλλον, 

T have tried, then, to show that the section before us (punctuated 
as in Susemibl's text), an inderpolation, is in perfect keeping with 
the philosophical associations of the context, The only reason, 
I venture to think, which can be fairly alleged for regarding it as 
an interpolation, and not as written by Aristotle to stand where it 
does, ia that it interrupts somewhat (perhaps as a ‘duplicate’ of 
§ 3) the even flow of the passage in which it occurs. But Ido 
not think that it interrupts the sense seriously; and I should be 
unwilling to regard it as an interpolation, even if 1 could suggest 
no other excuse for i's appearance here than that it contains a 
characteristically Aristotelian remark, which is not unnatural— 
though perhaps not strictly necessary—in the present context, 
T go further however than this: I think that it is not an interpo~ 
lation, because I understand it to say about the good man’s wish 


μω. 
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1168 4.18. for his own good what has already been said elsewhere about hit 


wish for his friend's good, and the purport of the present chapter 
is precisely to show how closely the good man’s feelings rowarts 
himself resemble his feclings towards his friend. The passage 
with which I compare the section before us is Αἰ iV. viii. 5. 
καὶ ἀπορεῖται, μὴ mor’ ob βούλονται of φίλοι τοῖς Φίλοιε τὰ μέγιστα 
ἀγαθῶν, οἷον θεοὺς eden οὐ γὰρ ἔτι φίλοι ἔσοντοι οὐτοῖφ, οὐδὲ δὴ ὀγοάν. 
οἱ γὰρ φίλοι ἀγαθά, at δὴ καλῶν εἴρηται ὅτι ὁ φίλον τῷ φίλῳ Bole 
τἀγαθὰ ἐκείνου ἕνεκα, μένειν ἂν δέοι οἷός ποτ᾽ ἐστὶν ἐκεῖνον" ἀνθρώπῳ δὴ 


things for himself, that is, for himself as remaining the ame 
person; no man desires to become another being, and let tht 
other being possess all good things—thus, no man desires Wo 
become God, in order to possess the absolute good which God 
possesses now and for ever in virtue of being what He is’ Gott 
possession of the good depends on His self-identity; the gow 
man’s wish for his own good cannot overpass the limits of bil 
self-identity—he cannot wish good for himself as having become 
God ; nor (as we have seen viii 7. 6) can he wish good for tis 
friend—his second-self/—as having become God. My explanation 
may be shortly described as consisting in the insertion after yet 
μένος δ' ἄλλος a, 20 Ο οἷον eds a5 a mentally supplied gloss; inde, 
although on the whole I prefer Susemihl's punctuation to Grant 
and Bywater’s, I cannot help thinking that ft je fast possible that 
the words ἔχει γὰρ κοὶ vir 6 θεὸς τἀγαδόν were originally a marginal 
note explanatory of οἷον dds, and that οἷον θεός once stood in the 
text after γενόμενος δ' ἄλλος, and afterwards fell out. On that hypo 
thesis, of course, ἀλλ᾽ ὧν 3 τὰ ποτ᾽ ἐστίν would refer to fmeron 
‘Viewed as an original part of the text, however, the words ἔχεν yar 
καὶ viv ὁ ϑεὸρ τἀγοθόν͵ 1 confess, appear to me pointless, unless ἄλλ᾽ 
ὧν ὃ τι wor’ ἐστίν be referred to ὅ διό, and taken closely with 
them. 

‘The Parapbrast’s explanation is peculiar. He thinks that the 
transformation marked by γενόμενος or takes place when one 
identifies one’s good with τὸ ἄλογον pépor, His words are—o δὲ 
σπουδαῖος βούλετιιι ἑαντῷ (av ἀγοθὸν γὰρ τῷ σπωυδαίῳ τὸ ele τὴν γὸρ 
ϑεωρητικὴν διώκει {oiv ἐν γὰρ τῷ νοεῖν ἡ διάστον οὐσία ἀνοίστατα, ἢ δ᾽ 
τούτῳ μάλιστα, ‘Or δὲ τῷ ἀλόγῳ βούλεται τὸ εἶναι wel σόζεσθωι κα 


Ε- 
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favrg βούλεται τὰ ἀγαθὰ τοῦ οἰκείου εἶναι παρατραπέντι, οὐχ ἑοντῷ βούλεται 
τὰ ἀγαθά, ἀλλ' ἐκείνῳ, εἰς ὁ μετεβλήθη" καὶ ἕκοστος δὲ ἑαυτῷ βούλεται 
γενέσθαι τὰ ἀγαθά, οἱόμενος μένειν ὅπερ ἐστίν" εἰ δὲ συνίδοι ἑαντὸν ἄλλον 
γινόμενον, οὐκ ἂν ἕλοιτο πώτα τὰ ἀγοθὰ ἔχειν ἐεεῖνο τὸ γινόμενον οὐδὲν 
γὰρ διαφέρει ἄλλῳ τινὶ βούλεσθαι τὰ dynbd, ἢ ἐουτῷ μεταβληθέντε. Οὐδεὶς 
δὲ ἀγαπᾷ, ἐὰν ἄλλῳ τινὶ γένηται τὰ ἀγαθά" καὶ γὰρ τῷ θεῷ πάντα πρόσεστι 
τὸ ὀγοθά, ἄλλ᾽ ἔστιν οὐτὸν ὅ, τί ποτέ ἐστι, Mich, Eph. explains in the 
same way. 

In line a. 22, KY and CCC margin have ἄλλ᾽ οἷον ὁπότ᾽ ἐστίν for 
ἄλλ᾽ ὧν ὅ τι ποτ᾿ ἐστίν, which may perhaps be thought to point to 
ἀλλ᾽ ὧν οἷδε ποτ᾽ ἐστίν τ cf, the μένειν ἂν δέοι οἷδε ποτ᾽ ἐστὶν ἐκεῖνοε of 
vill. 7. 6. 

As regards the bracketing of the words ἐκεῖνο τὸ yewuevor—the 
clause reads more easily without them: the subject of ἔχειν is 
naturally that of αἱρεῖται. 


δόξειε 8᾽ By... μάλιστα]! This has been said before in § 3—rot 
γὰρ διανοητικοῦ χάριν, ὅπερ ἕκαστος εἶνοι δοκεῖ. Reason is the Form 
or εἶδος of man. This Form the good man preserves pure amid 
the ὕλῃ of circumstances, as plants and animals preserve their 
various εἴδη from generation to generation, realising + θεῖον καὶ 
τὸ dei in the permanence of the race-type. It is as corresponding 
with his whole environment, and not merely as exercising his 
‘intellectual faculties,’ that man is identified with Reason in this 
and similar passages, e.g. in x. 7.9... » ὁ κατὰ τὸν νοῦν βίον, εἴπερ 
τοῦτο μάλιστα ἄνθρωποι, The qualification μάλεστα is added because 
man is not, like God, pure εἶδος, but ἃ σύνολον, OF an ἔνυλον εἶδορ, 
See Mich. Eph. on ix, 4. 4--εἰπὼν δὲ ἕκαστον τὸ νοοῦν ἐστίν, ἐπήγαγεν, 
ἢ μόλεστα τοῦτο, ὅτι συντελεῖ καὶ μέγα συμβάλλεται καὶ τὸ ἄλογον 
ἡμῶν tie σύστοσιν τοῦ ἰδίως παρὰ τοῖς περιπατητικοὶς λεγομένου ποιοῦν 
δὲ οὗτοι οἱ ἄνδρες ἰδίως ποιὸν τὸν ἐξ ἰδιοτήτων συνεστηκότα 
οἷον τὸν Σωκράτην, τὸν Πλύτωνα, ὧν ἱδιοτήτων, τοῦ Σωκράτονε 
τὸ ἄθροισμα vin ἂν ἐπ᾽ ἄλλῳ ποτὲ γένοιτο" κοινῶς δὲ ποιὸν λέγουσι τὸν 
καθύλου ἄνθρωπον. 

8 δ. τῇ διανοίᾳ] Bekker has a comma alter diasoig. There 
should be a full stop, the clause belonging to what has gone before, 
not to what follows (sce Ramsauer). ‘His mind is stored with 
objects of contemplation’; his rich experience supplies him with 
ϑιωρήμοτα, ‘ views of life,’ pure from admixture with that merely 
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216 α. 27. personal element which makes the experience of the bad man 


.. 34. 


ἃ source, not of pure ‘views,’ but of unhappy recollections and 
miserable forcbodings. The good man’s life is the ϑεωρητεεὺς Bion 


ὡς εἰπεῖν} ‘in one word’—sce Fritzsche, Ε΄ 2, vill. &. 5, on the 
use of the expression. 


8.0. δόξεις δ᾽... ὁμοιοῦται] These words are bracketed by 
Ramsauer as the interpolation of a scribe who had in his mind 
Ε΄ E. 6. δ. 1249 a, 8 sqq. and 21. Δ. ti. ταὶ t20% α, 33, whee 
iy πρὸς αὑτὸν φιλία is said to exist in $0 far as, there being differen 
μέρη τῆς ψυχῆς, these agree—irel οὖν ἐστὶ τῆς ψυχῆς πλεῖν pin 
τότ᾽ ἔσται μία ψυχὴ ὅταν συμφωνᾶσι πρὸς ἄλληλα ἃ τὸ λόγνε a ὦ 
πάθη, οὕτω γὰρ μία ἔσται. ὥστε μιᾶς γενομένης, ἔσται πρὸς αὑτὸς Φὰΐε 
(ALL). If the words gue... ὁμοιοῦται are an in 
suggested by these passages in the &. Z. and Af, AL, ag Ramer 
thinks, then it will be right to accept the explanation given by 
Mich, Eph, the Paraph., and others (¢.g. Stahr and Petertl, 
according to which ἡ ἐστὶ dio ἢ πλείω means ‘in go far as mat, 
‘or the soul, consists of two or more parts,” de τῶν εἰρημένων being 
‘in accordance with what has been said''—e, χ in 2. Wii. τα, 4. 
The clause being an interpolation, the occurrence of τὰ <ipyuere 
in a different sense immediately afterwards (§ 7. 1166 δ. 2) neod 
cause no surprise, If, however, the clause is not an interpolation, 
no other interpretation seems possible than that of Wictoriis, 
Michelet, Grant, and Williams—* But whether friendship towards 
oneself is or is not possible, we may leave undecided for the 
present. It would seem to be possible in so far as two or mote 
of the above-mentioned conditions ({, 4. τὸ βούλεσθαι τὰ ἀγα. αὖ 


towards oneself” (Grant). Against Ramsauer’s view (that the 
passage is an interpolation) is the fact (noticed by Michelet, and 
apparently observed by Ramsauer himsolf) that the writer of 
the MY, Af gives doth interpretations, beginning with that adopted 
by Grant: see Jf Af. ii. xx, 1210 Ὁ, 33 πότερον δ᾽ ἀστὶν αἰτῷ wl 
πρὸς αὐτὸν φιλία ἢ οὐ νῦν μὲν ἀφεὶ 
βουλόμεθα ἡμῖν αὐτοῖν, καὶ γὰρ συζῆν μεθ᾽ ἡμῶν αὐτῶν βουλάμεδα εὐ. 


Ὁ Bywater, placing a comma after πλείῳ, adopts this interpretation, wed 
suggests the insertion of re after da: see Contrib. p. 6% 


| 
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After dismissing the question thus (νῦν μὲν ἀφείσθω), the writer 1166 « 34 
almost immediately resumes it (r212 a. 16) with ἐχόμενον 8° ἂν 

ay viv τοῦτ᾽ εἰπεῖν, πότερόν ἐστι πιρὸς αὑτὸν φιλία ἢ of, and answers 

it, as Eudemus had done, by reference to the parts of the soul. 

We seem to have the compilation of one who had before him 

the text of the Wir. Evh. a8 we have it, ὁ, σι with δόξειε 8... ὁμοιοῦ-. 

ται, and the text of the Eud. Evi, 1 therefore see no reason for 
bracketing the clause in question with Ramsauer and Susemibl. 


ΕἼ. ἥ τ᾽ ἀρέσκουσιν ἑαυτοῖς sce note on ὃ 2,a. 41, above, Mich. ν.8, 
Eph. bas the following comment here—8 δὲ λέγει τοιοῦτον ἦν εἴη" 
ὁ μὲν ἄλλων ἐπιθυμῶν Mra δὲ βουλόμενος δῆλός ἐστιν ὡς οὐκ dpéoerras 
dovrg ὁ δὲ τῶν αὐτῶν ὀρεγόμενος καὶ τὰ αὐτὰ θέλων καὶ βουλόμενον ἑαυτῷ 
ἀρέσκει" τοιοῦτοι δὲ οἱ πολλοί, ἀρέσεουσι γὰρ davroig διὰ τὸ τῶν αὐτῶν. 
ἀπεδυμεῖν κοὶ τὰ αὐτὰ βούλεσθαι" καὶ γὰρ τοῦτο καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὁρῶμεν 
γωόμενον ὅσοι μὲν γὰρ τῶν αὐτῶν ὀρέγονται καὶ τὰ αὐτὰ βούλονται καὶ 
δέλουσιν ἀρέσενυσιν ἀλλήλοιε᾽ ἀπαρίσκονται δὲ καὶ διαφέρονται ὅταν ὁ μὲν. 
τῶνδε ἐπιθυμῇ καὶ ride ϑούλητοι, ὁ δὲ ἄλλων καὶ ἄλλω καὶ μὴ τῶν αὐτῶν. 
μηδὲ τὰ αὐτά ἐπεὶ οὖν οἱ σπουδαῖοι ἑαυτοῖν ἀρέσκονσιν, ὑπολωμβώνονσιν 
οἵ πολλοὶ σπουδαῖοι εἶνοι ὅτι ἀρέσκονται ἑαυτοῖς, διχῶς ἅμαρτάνοντεε" 
πρῶτον μὲν γὰρ οὐχ ἑαυτοῖς ἀρέσκονται" οὐ γὰρ ἔστω ὁ ἄνθρωποι τὸ ἄλογον 
ᾧ τὰ ἀρεστὰ πρόττουσιν, ἀλλ' ὁ λόγον' ἔπειτα ὅτι μὴ ἀληϑῶς ἀντιστρέ- 
φουσιν ὁ μὲν γὰρ σπονδοῖοι ἀρέσκει ἑουτῷ, ὅτι τὰ ἀρέσκοντα τῷ λόγῳ 
πράττει" οὐ μὴν καὶ ὁ δοκῶν ἀρεσκεῖν ἑαυτῷ σπονδαϊόρ ἐστιν, 


$8. ἐνέρων μὲν ἐπιθυμοῦσιν ἄλλα δὲ βούλονται] ‘The “desire” v. 7. 
of the wicked as being of the particular, and subject to the 
domination of the senses (7h. vii. 3. 9), is at variance with their 
“wish,” which is of the universal and implies a conception of 


the good’ (Grant). 


οἷον οἱ ἀκρατεῖς] The description of the φαῦλοι (as distinguished δ. 8. 
from the κομιδῇ φοῦλοι § 7) given in §§ 8 and 9, corresponds with 
sufficient accuracy to that of the ἀκρατεῖς, as distinguished from the 
ἀκόλαστοι, in Book vil. Cf. vii. 8. 5 ἔστι δέ res διὰ πάθον ἐκατατικὺν 
πυρὰ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον, ὃν ὥστε μὲν μὴ πράττειν «ατὸ τὸν ὀρθὸν λόγον κρατεῖ 
τὸ πάθον, Gave δ᾽ εἶναι τοιοῦτον οἷον πεπεῖσθοι διώκειν ἀνέδην δεῖν τὸε τοιαύτας 
ἡδονὰς οὐ κρατεῖς οὗτόν ἐστιν ὁ ἀκρυτῆε, Βελτίων (ὦν) τοῦ ἀκολάστον, οὐδὲ 
φαῦλοι ἀπλῶν' σῴζεται γὰρ τὸ βέλτιστον, ἡ ἀρχή. Similarly the φαῦλοι 
here αἱροῦνται ἀντὶ τῶν δοκούντων ἑαυτοῖς ἀγαθῶν εἶναι τὰ ἡδέα βλαβερὰ 


— 


1166 b. δ. 


b. 18. 


Ὁ. 26. 
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ὅντα, and in § 10 are sald to be a prey to μεταμέλεια ;: so in vil. 8. 5 
the dxparqs is described as μετωμελητικός, The ἀκόλαστον on the 
other hand is of μιταμελητικόε, in this respect resembling (for 
extremes meet) the σπουδοῖος who is ἀμεταμέλητον ὡς εἰπεῖν (ix. 4. 5}. 

ἢ 9. στασιάζει] ‘This picture, says Grant, ‘af the mental 
struggles of the bad docs not recall either the phraseology or 
the doctrines of Book vii, where μοχθηρία is contrasted with and 
opposed to ἀερασία (cf, vii. 8. 1} Grant here, I think, overlooks 
the fact that Aristotle is speaking of of φαῦλοι = of ἀκρατεῖς (6. ἃ 
οἷον of depareie, where οἷον = scificet) as distinguished from of syd} 
φαῦλοι = οἱ ἀκόλαστοι or μοχθηροὶ of Book vii The word μοχϑηρίον 
occurring in this § is evidently used loosely and not in the mote 
technical sense in which it is used in Book vils for τὸ μὲν ki 
μοχϑηρίαν xed. is opposed to τὸ δὲ ἥδεται which is the Mie 
ἔχον μέρος, as the Paraph, explains—xnal τὸ μὲν ἄλογον ἀλγά tir 
μοχθηρῶν ἀπεχόμενον, τηνικαῦτα δὲ οὗ συναλγεῖ τὸ Χογιστεκόη, GD 
χαίρει. Thus, notwithstanding the use of the term μοχδηρίαν, the 
daparje (in whom a struggle between Adyor and πάδος goes σαὶ, 
not the μοχθηρόε of Book vii, is here described. 

For the expression στασιάζει in this connexion compare Plato, 
Rep. 352 A, quoted by Fritzsche and Grant—i ἀδικία ἐν ἑνὶ ἐνοῦσα 
πρῶτον ἀδύνατον αὐτὸν πράττειν ποιῆσει στασιάζοντα καὶ oby ὁμονοαῖντε 
αὐτὸν αὐτῷ, ἔπειτα ἐχθρὸν καὶ ἑαντῷ καὶ τοῖς δικαίοις, Cf ZN. ἵἉ, ἐπ, τς 
φαίνεται δ' ἐν αὐτοῖν καὶ ἄλλο τι παρὰ viv λόγον πεφυκόν, © μάχεται 
ak ἀντιτείνει τῷ λόγῳ. 

6810. εἰ δή κτλ] Aristotle seldom addresses his reader, as bene, 
in the language of direct exhortation. 


CHAPTER V. 
Ἀκούμεντ, 


Well-wishing must be distinguished from friendship, swbich ἐξ resembles, 
We wish well to people whom we do mot know, and whe are mot aware that we 
wish thes well; but in friendship the partic: must ἄπ each other, and be 
aware of cach other's feelings. This however has teem pointed out before. Nor 
ἐμ wellavishing affection, for it has wat the intensity amd desire tehich thax 


il 
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ratterise affection. Again, affction grows up with intimacy ; while we may 
φένὰ weil t0 a stranger, εὐ. an athlete, all at once, taking his side, so for ἂν 
Sieling is concerned, without caring to do anything actively to help him. Weil. 
| ενάτης ix thas a superficial liking for a man, Jt seems therefore to be the be- 
eens ate aie pleasure holes al leginning of love. As 
| τ δ falls in love without first being charmed by the sight of beauty ; det, 
IRSaa har ah Ur wah niacin Ut eos ts ne ony Be Os oe 
for the beautiful one: so. men who have not first been well-wishers comuee be 
friends ; for, a2 wellewishers merely, they would not go out of their way te help 
| “tack ther, but confine themssleee to good wishes, So we may transfer the name 
of ‘friendship’ to τσὶ! αν λέ, and calt it ' inactive friendship. As time, 
Aewevrr, goes on, and intimacy grows, it becomes friendship in a sense no longer 
ival—and true friendship, mot that for profit or pleasure ; for well- 
rodihing bas no place im the friendship for profit or pleasure, where st a onecelf 
δὲ the recipient of profit or plearure, and not one’s friend, ts wham one wishes 
well The object of genuine well-wishing ἐν always ancther regarded ax having 
sewve beawtiful or good quality. 


81. ἡ δ᾽ εὔνοια κιτιλ.] Susemihl thinks that chapters 5, 6, and 21068, 30, 
ἡ, 1166 Ὁ, 30-1168 a. 27 ought to be inserted after chapter 8, at 
169 ἢ. 2, 


καὶ πρότερον δὲ ταῦτ᾽ εἴρηται] viii. 2, §§ 3, 4+ 32, 


φίλησις) Mich. Eph. has—pvjow ἥτοι ὁδὸς εἰς φιλίαν ἀνάλογον. 
γάρ ἐστιν ἦ φίλησιε τῇ ϑερμάνσει nai λευκάνσει" doe γὸρ ἔχει Hy ϑέρμανσιε 
καὶ ἡ λεύκανσις πρὸρ θερμότητα καὶ λευνότητα καὶ ἡ ὑγίανσις πρὸς ὑγίειαν, 
οὕτω ἡ φίλησιν πρὸς φιλίαν. καὶ ἔστιν doe ἡ λεύκανσις μετοξὺ τοῦ μέλωανον 
καὶ τοῦ λευκοῦ, οὕτων ἡ φίλησις μέσον εὐνοίας καὶ φιλίαε, 


§ 2. ὅπερ γὰρ εἴπομεν] ἡ ε, at the end of the first and beginning 1107 «. 2. 
of the second section ; ἐπιπολαίως referring to οὐ γὰρ ἔχει διάτασιν 
οὐδ᾽ ἔρεξιν. 


$3, τοῦ ἐρᾶν] Chix. 13,1 τοῖν ἐρῶσι τὸ ὁρᾶν ἀγαπητότατάν ἐστι a, 4. 
καὶ μᾶλλον αἱροῦντωι ταύτην τὴν αἴσθησιν ἢ τὰς λοιπὰς ὡς κατὰ ταύτην 
μάλωτο τοῦ ὕρωτος ὄντος καὶ γινομένον, Stohr, Fritzsche and Grant 
refer to Plato, Craf. 420 A ὅρωε ὅτε εἰσρεῖ ἔξωθεν καὶ οὐκ οἰκεία doviv 
ἡ ῥοὴ αὕτη τῷ ἔχοντι, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπείσακτος διὰ τῶν ὀμμάτων, διὰ ταῦτα ἀπὸ τοῦ 
«ἰσρεῖν ἔσροι τό γε πυλαιὸν ἐκαλεῖτο, Cf Com. incert, apud Meincke 
Frag. ἵν. 645 

de τοῦ γὰρ ἐσορᾶν γίγνετ᾽ ἀνθρώποιι ἐρᾶν 
and Plotinus (vol, fi. p. 379, ed. Kirchhoff) gpa... ὅτε ἐξ ὁράσεως 
viv ὑπόστοσιν ἔχει. Also Plot, (i, 341) καὶ οἱ ἔρωτες δὲ ἰδόντων 
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1267 a 4. καὶ πρὸς εἶδος σπευδόντων. Cf Merch. of Ves. @, 2, quotel y 
Grant— 
‘It is engendered in the eyes, 
By gazing fed.’ 


®10, Βιὸ μεταφέρων φαίη τις ἂν αὐτὴν ἀργὴν εἶναι φιλίαν} Mich. phy 
CCC mang. yp, and Argyropylus read ἀρχὴν εἶνοι φιλίαι, But 
what μεταφορά (defined Port, 21, 1457 Ὁ. 6 μεταφορᾶ ἔστιν ὀνόματος 
ἀλλοτρίου ἐπιφορὰ ἢ ἀπὸ τοῦ γένουν ἐπὶ εἶδος, ἢ ἀπὸ τοῦ εἴδουν ἐπὶ γέρον 
§ ἀπὸ τοῦ «ἴδουν ἐπὶ εἶδον, ἢ κατὰ τὸ ἀνάλογον) is implied in merely 
stating the truth that εὔνοια is the ἀρχὴ φιλίαεῦ Whereas there is a 
μεταφορά of the term φιλέα when it is taken over froms its proper 
place, where it denotes a relation characterised by the φυμεῷ 
enumerated in ch. 4. § 1, and applied τὸ an otlose state Tike εὔνοια. 
There is a μεταφορά of the term φιλία, when it is qualified as 
Spy, just as there ἰδ of ἀκροσία when it ie qualified by ϑθυμεῦ--το 
EN. vii. 5. 9. 

Victorius has a good note here, in support of dpyir against 
ἀρχήν —‘qui dicit benevolentiam esse principium, non transfer 
verbum ὃ sua in alienam sedem, quod manifesto fact qué 
concedit ipsam amicitiam esse, sed inchoatam et ignavam; indi- 


enim eo quod requiritur in plena amicitia: id autem est quod 
non studet prodesse et opitulari bencyolo.” 


12, οὐ τὴν διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον οὐδὲ τὴν διὰ τὸ BC] Cf BL. τα, γ. ταν 
A, 10 δῆλον dre περὶ τὴν ἠθικὴν φιλίαν (to be distinguished from the 
ἠθικὴ φιλία of 2. NV. viii. 13. 5) ἡ εὔνοια ἐστίν ἀλλὰ τοῦ μὲν εὑνοοῦντον 
βούλεσθαι μόνον ἐστί, τοῦ δὲ φίλου πράττειν ἃ βούλεται, ἔστι γὰρ ἢ 
εὔνοια ἀρχὴ φιλίαν' ὁ μὲν γὰρ φίλον πᾶς εὔνους, ἃ δ᾽ «ὄνους οὗ wae φίλου 
ἀρχομένῳ γὰρ ἔοικεν ὁ εὐγοῶν μόνον, διὸ ἀρχὴ φιλίαν ἀλλ᾽ οὐ qhadia, 

Ramsauer points out the seeming variance bétween the doctrine 
Jaid down here (ix, δ. 3) and that of vill. 2, 4 πολλοὶ γάρ εἶσιν 
advo οἷς οὐχ ἑωράκασιν, ὑπολαμβάνουσι δὲ ἐπιεικεῖς εἶνοι ἢ χρησέμουτ: 
either, he argues, if we may speak of φιλία for the χρόσιμον, we 
may speak of εὔνοια for the same; or both terms—dse and 
«roa—should be reserved for relations δι᾽ ἀρετήν. 


«14. ὃ μὲν γὰρ εὐεργετηϑείς κτλ} ‘This gives the reasons for 
to recognise εὔνοια in the ' friendship’ of Profit. (t) The man who 
has been benefited owes εὔνοια, But εὔνοια thus σεσφαῖ, and not 


ταῦ 


BOOK IX: CHAP. 5: δ 3,4. 367 


arising spontaneously is not properly εὔνοια, (2) The man who 1167 0.14 
‘expects to be benefited, though he may seem to wish well to 
his prospective benefactor, really does not wish well to Aim, but 
to Aimself; and this is not εὔνοια, Mich. Eph. describes Aristotle, 
in the words ὁ μὲν γὰρ «epyerbeis. . + 


§4. ‘Der ganze Schluss,’ says Stahr (note ad doc.), ‘dieses a. 18, 
schénen Kapitels zeigt, dass Aristoteles unter dem Wohlwollen, 
welches der Ursprung (ἀρχή) der wahren Freundschaft ist, jenes 
rein menschliche, uneigennittzige, nur durch das Schdne und Gute 

in der menschlichen Brust erweckte Empfinden versteht. Das 
Wohlwollen, das eines Anderen Glick und Erfolg winscht, weil 

es davon zu profitiren hofft, ist gemeiner Egoismus, Gesinnung 
gemeiner Menschen.” 


CHAPTER VI. 
Axcumext. 


also seems ἐν be allied to Friendship. Accordingly ἐξ ἐν wot mere 
iitontity of opinion, for that way subsist betwern thore who do nat know one 
awather, and between students of aitronomy and other subjects in which agree 
ment of vires has nothing to do with the persons who agree being ‘friends. 
subsists detwween citésens who are of one mind about important 
political ‘which can be rettled in a way pleasing to those who are said 
0 be ‘of one mind’ about them. Thus, there was unanimity between the 
who wished Pittacus te rule ever them and Pittacus, when he was 
willing fo do a0: there it unanimity hetween the lower and wpper classes in ἃ 
city wher beth agree that the best men should Aold office: s0 wnanimity may be 
described ax the friendship of citizens, Now, there ts unanimity like this in the 
soul of the goed man, and batwern good men. The withes of good men stand 
fast ; they do wot flnetuate like the Euripus, But bat men cannot be of one 
mind, any more than they can be friends, except for a little way, inarmuch az 
they are always secking to get for themselves the larger share of advantages, and 
to put the burden of their duties on other people. 


[On ὁμόνοια see FL. Ἡ, ἢ and Mf A. ii, £2.) 
81. περὶ ὁτουοῦν] (7 A. Ε. Ἡ. 7. 1241 a. 16 ἔστι 8 οὐ περὶ πάντω 1167 6. 94. 
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ΜΟῚ 0.24. § ὁμόνοια ἡ φιλική, ἀλλὰ περὶ τὰ πρακτὰ τοῖς ὁμονοοῦσε, καὶ ὅσα ἐς τὸ 


5.36. 


συζῆν συντείνει, 


τὰς πόλεις] Fritzsche and Ramsauer point out that we are net to 
think here of the concord of several cities, but of the snanimity 
between the πολῖται of one city. 


a.28. 8.3 There are three characteristics of ὁμόνοια mentioned bert, 


(1) it is περὶ τὰ πρακτά, (3) περὶ τὰ ἐν μεγέθει, (3) περὶ τὰ ὀνδιχέμνν 
ἀμφοῖν ὑπάρχειν ἡ πᾶσιν. 

On τὰ ἐν μεγέϑεν the Paraph. Ἰιλδ---τοῖς ἀξιολόγοις... περὶ γὰρ τὸν 
ὦν τῷ βίῳ μακρὸν οὐ λέγουται ὁμονοᾶῖν ἀλλήλοιν οὔτε πόλιν (τλωινδ) sis 
φίλοι, οἷον οἴκοι μένειν, ἢ βοδέζειν εἰς ἀγοράν, ἢ τόδε οἰκεῶν ἢ δρᾶστω, δ ὦ 
οὔτε ὠφέλειά τις μεγόλη οὔτε βλάβη ἀκολουθεῖ. 

The meaning of ἐνδεχόμενα ἀμφοῖν ὑπάρχειν ἢ πᾶσιν is explained 

below by the words οὕτω γὰρ πᾶσι yiverat of ἐφέενται b. 1. Une 
animity is concerned with important practical questions whic 
admit of a solution agreeable to the wishes of both parthes, if there 
are only two, or of all the citizens where public interests are 
involved, Cf ELE. 4. 7. 1241 ἃ. 31 οὕτω δὲ διὰ τῶν αὑτῶν Sphpote, 
Gor’ ἐνδίχεσθωι ἀμφοτέροις ὑπόρχειν οὗ ὀρέγονται" ἂν γὰρ τωοῦτον éphe 
γωνται ὃ μὴ ἐνδέχεται ὀμφοῖν, μαχοῦνται" οἱ ὁμονοοῦντες δ' οὗ μοχοῖνται. 
In this and the Nicomachean passage the word ὑπάρχειν is some 
what misleading as suggesting that both or all actually get 
the same thing, and that therefore the objects of dudrou peg to 
which both or all can share in alike, But the examples given show 
that ὁμόνοια may exist with regard to the possession by one of the 
parties of an office which the other or others cannot bold. What 
is meant is that ὁμόνοια is concerned with things aes! tofvchk bouk 
or all parties, having the same wishes, may have these wishes 
satisfied. The People and Pittacus agree in wishing Piltacus to 
rule; Pittacus rules, and everybody, Pittacus included, gets what he 
wishes. Peters therefore is hardly right with * people are said to 
be of one mind, especially with regard to matters of importance 
and things that may δὲ given fo both persons or to all the persons 
concerned,’ 


ἢ ἄρχειν Πιττακὸν ὅτε καὶ αὐτὸς ἤθελεν] Pittacus was elected 
Dictator by the Mitylenaeans. He ruled forten years, and, having 
restored order into the affairs of the city, voluntarily laid down δὲν 
office, although the Mitylenacans wished him to retain it: see 


- 
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Valerius Max. vi, 5—‘Postquam autem pax victorié parta est, 1167 4,92. 


continuo, reelamantidus Mitvlenaeis, (imperium) deposuit.” Henos 
the words ὅτε καὶ οὐτὸς ἤθελεν. The Mitylenaeans wished him to 
tule, and so long as he consented there was ὁμόνοια : but when, at 
the end of the ten years, the people still wished him to rule while 
he wished to resign, the dudvo was at an end. On Pittacus see 
Susemibll’s note to Pol. iii. 9, 1285 a. 35, and Grote’s Hist, Part ii, 
ch. 14 end. 


οἱ ἐν ταῖς Φοινίσσαι»] of Euripides, 588 sqq—Eteocles and «99, 
Polynices. 
τὸ ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ] i 4 τὸ αὐτὸ ἕν τῷ αὐτῷ, τῷ αὐτῷ is probably masc. α. 85, 
‘Unanimity does not mean merely thinking of the same thing 
whatever it may be, but thinking of the same thing in 
connexion with the same person’ Cf MM. ji. 12, 1212 a. at 
τὸ γὰρ ὡνοοῦσιν ἀμφότεροι ἄρχειν, ἄλλ᾽ ὁ μὲν αὗτόν, ὁ δ᾽ αὐτόν, bod ye 
© Fly ὁμονοοῦσιν ἢ οὔ ; ἀλλ᾽ εἴ κἀγὼ ἐμαντὸν Βούλομαι ἄρχειν, κἀκεῖνον ἐμέ, 
iru ἤδη ὁμονοοῦμεν..... περὶ ἄρχοντος ἄρα κατάστασιν ἐν τοῖς πρακτικοῖς 
τοῦ αὐτοῦ ἐστὶν ἦ ὁμόνοια ἡ κυρίως λεγομένη. 
οἱ ἐπιεικεῖς} ' The upper classes,’ of. Pol. Ζ, 2, 1318 b. 38, where b.1. 
οἱ ἐπιεικεῖς καὶ γνώριμοι are opposed to the δῆμος, and Pol. Ζ. 2. 1319 
&. 3, where of ἐπιεικεῖς are opposed to τὸ πλῆθον, 


πολιτικὴ 56] The codd. have δὲς 20 Bekker, 1 prefer δή with b 2. 
Ramsaner, Susemihl, and Bywater, This sentence draws out what 
is implied in the remark made above—nepl τὰ πρακτὰ δὴ ὁμονουῦσιν, καὶ 
τούτων περὶ τὰ ἐν μεγέθει καὶ ἐνδεχόμενα ὀμφοῖν ὑπάρχειν ἢ πᾶσι. 


καθάπερ καὶ λέγεται7 ‘we see then {φαίνεται δὴ) that ὁμόνοια b. 3, 
Is πολιτικὴ φιλία, and indeed it is actually spoken of under this 
name— or, ‘and indeed the word ὁμόνοια is commonly used 
im this sense’—as eg. by Arist. himself Pol. Ἐ. 5. 1306 a. 9 
ὁμονοοῦσα δὲ ὀλιγαρχία οὐκ εὐδιάφϑορος ἐξ αὑτῆν : Thuc, vill. 75 ὥρκη-. 
σὰν πάντας τοὺς στρατιώτας τοὺς μεγίστους ὅρκον, καὶ αὐτοὺρ vols ἐκ τῇ 
ὀλιγαρχίας μάλιστα, ἦ μὴν δημοκρατήσεσθαϊ τε καὶ ὁμονοῆσειν «. . . ξυνὼμν 
γυσαν δὲ καὶ Σομίων πάντες τὸν οὐτὸν ὅρκον οἱ ἐν τῇ ἡλικίᾳ: Thue, viii, 

93. ξυνεχώρησάν τε ὥστ᾽ ἐς ἡμέραν ῥητὴν ἐκκλησίαν ποιῆσαι ἐν τῷ 
᾿Διωνυσίῳ περὶ ὁμονοίας. 


ἥκοντα] Cambr. agrees with ΜῈ in giving ἥκοντα. ba. 
ἢ 8. ἐν τοῖς Emeixdow] the ‘good’ generally as opposed to οἱ Ὁ. δ. 
VOL» Be ab 
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1107 Ὁ, &. φαῦλοι of the next §; although the narrower sense of ἐπικόσες, at 


b, 10, 


Ὁ, 18. 


fairness causing its possessor to put himself on an equality wih 
others, seems also to be present to Aristotle's mind; gor be 
describes the ἐπενικεῖς as ἐπὶ τῶν αὐτῶν dures, ἡ, ¢. a8 “standing om the 
same footing,’ and in § 4 contrasts them with rode σλρονεβωι 
ἀφιεμένους. Cf. viii. 11. § ἴσοι γὰρ of πολῖται βούλονται καὶ émaui 


εἶναι, 


ἐπὶ τῶν αὐτῶν ὄντες} This phrase seems strictly parallel 10 fei τῆν 
ἴσων μένειν of Pol. &. 3. 1304 ἃ. 38... στάσιν κιταῦσεν" ἢ γὼ ὦ 
τούτοις φθονοῦντες τιμωμένοις ἄρχουσι τῆς στάσεως ἢ οὗτοι διὰ τὸν tee 
οχὴν οὗ ϑέλουσε μένειν ἐπὶ τῶν ἴσων. 

Lambinus however gives a different meaning to ἐπὶ τῶν ὑῶν 
Grres, which he translates—‘Cum in iisdem (paene ican) 
consiliig et factis versentur ac perseverent": and Stabr takes te 
same view, with *da sie, so 2u sagen, immer bei und mit densetes 
Dingen beschiftigt sind’; and Fritesche follows, quoting Dex 
Phil. ii. p. 66. 15 ὧε κωλύσαιτ᾽ ἂν Φίλιαπον πράττειν ταῦτα ἀφ᾽ ἦσ ἐπὶ 
νῦν, ἐ,ε. ‘on which he is now intent! 

Grant (followed by Williams) adopts an entirely different ves. 
His note is ‘* Being on the same moorings, as it werey & 
opposed to the ebbings and flowings of a Euripus. Ω Des 
de Cor. pr. 349, ἢ 281 οὐκ ἐπὶ τῆς οὐτῆν ὁρμεῖ τοῖς πολλοῖς ἐς, ἀγείρας 
Surely, if Aristotle had intended to use this nautical metaphor, kt 
would have employed the proverbial expression, which seems δ᾽ 
have becn a very definite one. 


§ 4 καθάπερ καὶ φίλους εἶναι] = καθάπερ οὐχ elle τε Gohes ἐκ 
πλὴν ἐπὶ μιαρόν. 


ἐξετάζει] τὸν ἕτερον εὐθύνει, περὶ τῶν λειτουργνῶν ἀκρυβολυγοῦνεα. 
(Paraph.). 
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CHAPTER VII. 


Ancusent. 


Wy ὧν benefactors tove those whom they benefit more than the latter tov 
them? The answer generally given is that benefactors are Tike lenders, amd 
the Senepted tide borrowers 3 and that tenders are anxious about the welfare of 
Serrewert, whereas borrowers do not care what lweawate of lenders. Egicharmws 
would perhaps say that tis ἐν to look at the matter front a bad point of view ; 
awed yet, it might be replied, the explanation scenes to be true enough to Armen 
mature, for the majority of men are ungrateful, and more anxicus te 
receiwe benafts han to confer thes: The cause, however, lies deeper. The 
analogy of lenders and borrowers ix mitleading, Leaders do mot feel any 
affection for borrower:—only with them 4 live, and fourish, amd repay: 
πάντων benefactors tove those whom they have benefited, even whem the batter 
cam de of πὸ use to them. Fhe analogy fo help ws here is that of the artist and 
the thimg which he makes, not that of the lender and borrower, The artist 
Loves the thing which he himself erates wore than the thing, 
with Wifey would love hion: ports are porkaps the best nstances—they are 

Pleased with their ewn works, loving them ax parents love their 
‘Biléren, Similarly, the object of his boneflcence, qui benefited, ἐν the work of 
the bensfactor, and he lowes thir object mort than this object loves him. The 
costs af this is that a work ἐν ils maker actualised. A maker freer his work 
Secasse Ae loves Mis own actual existence, Again, what the benefactor docs és 
eamtifnd in his owe eyes, and therefore he rejoices im it ; but ὧν the eyes of the 
person benefited it ts, at Dest, only uscfut, not something beautiful for which he 
‘tabs pleasure tn the benefactor and lover him. His work therefore abides for 
the cleer—the beautiful is lasting ; but the profit of the receivur is soon ἃ thing 
of the past. Further, a benefit is received without labour, but to confer it effort 
ὦ needed, and mer always lave those things more which have cost them labour 
e.g. money mace, more thar moncy inherited, For the same reason mothers 
care fowler of their children than fathers. 


$1. ἐκ πονηροῦ θεωμένδυς] ‘Looking at the matter from a bad 1167 b.20. 


of view '—as from a bad seat in the theatre. This expression 

doubiless used by Epicharmus occurs only here; and it is im- 

possible to determine with certainty its exact force; but Cornes’ 

suggestion that it refers to a bad place at the play is very plausible, 

His note is—ob ῥῥδιον ὀκριβῶς γνῶνει τί λέγειν ἠβούλετο ᾿Επίχωρμος, 

μόνον τοῦ φιλοσόφου, καὶ ἐν μόνῳ aA χωρίῳ τῷδε χρησαμένου τῷ ῥησειδίῳ, 
aba 


ba 


2107 b, 20, 


5. 80. 


1168 κ.1. 
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ἢ ἡμιστιχίῳ τοῦ ᾿Ἐπιχάρμον, ἐκ πονηροῦ θεωμένουφ' eles δὲ deb τῆν 
σκηνῆς μετενεγκεῖν τὴν φράσιν τὸν ᾿Ἐπίχαρμον [εἴ γε ἐπὶ τῶν ἡϑῶν ἐχρᾷ- 
care) ζαλλιιπτικὼς τοῦ τόπου. ὥσπερ γὰρ ἐν τοῖς δεάτροιε, of μὴ ator 
λαβόντες χώραν ἐπιτήδενον, οὔτε τὸ ὀρᾶμω οὔτε τοὺς ὑποκρινομένονν «ple 
ὀρθῶς ἔχουσιν, Se ἐκ πονηροῦ τόπου θεώμενοι, τὸν αὐτὰν δὴ τρόπον καὶ d 
τῇ τοῦ βίου σκηνῇ, εἴ sve ὑπὸ πονηρᾶς περὶ ἀνθρώπων δάξης προκατειληρ» 
μένον κρίνειν ἐπιχειροῖ τὰς ἀνθρωπίνας πράξειε, οὐκ ἔσται κριτὴς Genero, 
Je ἐκ πονηροῦ θεώμενοι. 


§ 2. φυσικώτερον] ‘a deeper reason,’ 


καὶ οὐδ᾽ ὅμοιον τὸ περὶ τοὺς δανείσαντας] Byw. for Bekker's =! 
οὐχ ὅμοιον τῷ περί κτλ, For οὐδ' (K>) he compares 1105 ἃ. 26: 
seo Contrib. p. 64. 


οὐ γάρ ἐστι φίλησιᾳ περὶ ἐκείνου} He οὐ γάρ ἔστε φίληφιι rie 
δαμεισάντων περὶ τοὺς ὀφείλοντας, Mich, Eph, has σῦ γάρ dors φίλησα 
τῶν δανειστῶν πρὸς τοὺς ὀφειλέτας. This seems better than, as Sale 
apparently docs, to take ἐκείνους of bo/h δανείσαντας and opethorrax— 
‘meiner Ansicht nach diirfte ... die Ursache ... keineswege dem 
Verhiilinisse zwischen Gliublgern und Schuldnern entsprechen; 
denn zwischen diesen letztern findet Uberhaupt gar kein Verhillenist 
der Liebe statt, sondern nur auf der Seite dea Glaubigers de 
Wunsch,’ ἃς. 


§ 8. ποιητάς] Cf iv. 1. 20. 


§ 4. ἐσμὲν B ἐνεργείᾳ] Cf i. 7. 13, 14 διττῶς δὲ καὶ ταύτης (Le 
τῆς πρακτικῆς wis) λεγομένης τὴν κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν θετέαν᾽ κυριώτερον ya 
airy δοκεῖ λέγεσθαι .. . ἀνθρώπου δὲ τίθεμεν ἔργον ζωήν τινα, ταύτην δὲ 
ψυχῆε ἐνέργειαν καὶ πράξειο μετὰ λόγου. 


ἐνεργείᾳ δὲ ὁ ποιήσας τὸ ἔργον ἔστι πως] Mich. Eph. gives the 
‘true interpretation of these words—tort δέ, φέρε εἰπεῖν, τὸ τοῦ Ξωκρόσενν, 
ἔργον οὐδὲν ἄλλο ἢ ἐν δεργείᾳ αὐτὸς ὁ Σωκράτης, the subject being ἔργον, 
and the predicate ὁ ποιήσας, ‘The work is in a sense the realisation 
of the workman.’ Bekker's ἔστι (retained by Bywater) should 
accordingly be corrected (as by Susemibl) to ὄστέ. For other 
renderings (which agree in making τὸ ἔργον ace. after παιόσαι) S60 
the notes of Victorius, Zell, Grant, and Fritsche, Ramoeauser, 
Susemibl, and Bywater read δέ for Bekker’s δῇ, rightly 1 think: 
there is no inference, 
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ὃ γάρ ἐστι δυνάμει, τοῦτο ἐνεργείᾳ τὸ ἔργον μηνύει] These words 1198 . 8. 
are to be taken closely with roire δὲ φυσικόν which they explain, 
The ‘deeper reason’ (φυσικώτερον § 2 above) is found in that Jaw 
οἵ nature by which δύναμιν rises up into ἐνέργεια; A man és really 
what he doer: of Met, Θ. 8. 1050.2. 7 ἅπαν ἐπ᾽ ἀρχὴν βαδίζει τὸ 
γιγνόμενον καὶ τέλος. ἀρχὴ γὰρ τὸ οὗ ἕνεκα, τοῦ τέλους 8° Tvena ἡ γένεσιε" 
ἦδοε δ᾽ ἡ δνέργεια, cal. τούτου χάριν ἡ δύνωμιε λαμβάνεται... ὅτι ἦ ὅλη 
dort ϑυνόμει͵ ὅτι ἴλθοι ὧν εἷς τὸ εἶδον’ ὅταν δέ γ' ἐνεργείᾳ ἦ, τότε ἐν τῷ 
ἴδει ἐστίν... τὸ γὰρ ἔργον τέλος, ἡ δ' ἐνέργεια τὸ ἔργον. διὰ καὶ τοὔνομα 
ἐκέργεια λέγεται κατὰ τὸ ἔργον. 

The Form of Reason is realised perfectly and purely—as 
ἐνίργεια ἄνευ Buvipeos—in One Eternal Being ; is immersed—as an 
ἔννλοι Néyor—in many mortal beings, in the best of whom it strives 
resolutely to free itself from its condition of passivity by creative 
acts—by embodying itself in external works, which may last for 
the use and joy of future generations, and especially by reproducing 
itself in Persons whom it reverences as Ends because they realise 
itself: see FE. H. 12. 1245 b. 14 ὁ Oeds οὗ τοιοῦτον οἷος δεῖσθαι 
φίλου... οὐ γὰρ οὕτως ὁ θεὸς εὖ ἔχει, ἀλλὰ βίλτων ἢ ὥστε ἄλλο τι νοεῖν 
παρ᾽ αὐτὸς αὗτόν. αἴσιον δ' ὅτι ἡμῖν μὲν τὸ εὖ καθ᾽ ἕτερον, ἐκείνῳ δὲ αὐτὸς 
αὑτοῦ τὸ εὖ ἐστίν. 


ξ δ. καλόν] The καλόν is the orderly work of sods, or the active ἃ. 10. 
Reason. Being νοητόν it can be apprehended for what it is only by 
ois, or the active Reason, An act which, for the rational agent 
who has performed it, takes its due place as καλόν in an orderly 
system of life, appears as an isolated and transitory occurrence to 
the person who is merely affected by it (τῷ πωθύντι)---ἰῆς person 
whose mere πάθος or αἴσθησις has been called forth by it, This 
‘state of mere passivily is the mental attitude of the great mass of 
the uneducated, and of the self-secking among the educated, 
towards the social good which the leaders of human progress have 
Placed at their disposal, and towards the conveniences of daily life 
devised for them by science. Nothing to them is καλόν or θαν- 
μαστόν. They have an eye only for the narrow field of the 
personally συμφέρον. Their life is one of passive reception and 
feeling, as distinguished from the life of active Reason, which thinks 
and organises. C/- Alex, on Mét. s. 6. 1071 Ὁ, (p. 660, 26 ed. 
Bonitz) τὸ καλὸν ἐν τῷ εἴδει μᾶλλον ἢ ἐν τῇ ὕλῃ, ἐν γὰρ τῷ ποιοῦντι 
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1168 4.10, μᾶλλον ἢ ἐν τῷ πάσχοντι' καὶ ἔστι πάσχον τὸ δυνάμει ὄν, ποῦν δὲ τὸ 


ἐνεργείᾳ ὅν. 


2.29, § 6. ἡδεῖα x7.) Every ἐνέργεια has its own pleasure—ser 3.5.6 
ab? ἑκάστην ἐνέργειαν οἰκεία ἡδονῇ ἐστιν, or pleasure and ἔνέργνα are 
identical—tee vii. 12. 3. Hence Amis and μνήμη are pleasant, gut 
suggesting ἐνέργεια, See Met, A. 7. 1072 Ὁ. τᾷ de τοιαύτης [ζε 
dvapeiion οὕτων, ὅτι ἄνεν αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἔστι vb εὖ Alex.) Spa ὀρχῆν ἥγτητοι ὃ 
οὐρανὸρ καὶ ἡ φύσις. δειγωγὴ δ΄ deriv οἵα ᾧ ἀρίστη μικρὸν χρόνιν tpl 
οὕτω γὰρ ded ἐκεῖνό ἐστιν. ἡμῖν μὲν γὰρ ἀδύνατον ἐπεὶ καὶ dort ἢ 
ἀνέργεων τούτου" καὶ διὰ τοῦτο ἐγρήγορσιε αἴσθησιν νόησεν ori 
ἐλπίδες δὲ καὶ μνῆμαι διὰ ταῦτα: on which Alex. has the following 
commentary: λόγοι οὖν ὅτι οἷα ἐστὶν ἡ ἀρίστῃ ἡμῖν δωωγωγὰ deh μιαρὸν 
χρόνον (οὐ γὰρ del, ἀλλ᾽ ὅταν ἐνεργείᾳ γένηται ὁ ἡμέτερον νοῦε τὰ vege) 
ταύτην τὴν ζωὴν dei ἔχει τὸ πρῶτον αἴτιον... ἐπεὶ γὰρ ἢ ἐνέργεια αὐτῶ 
οὐδὲν ἄλλο ἐστὶν ἢ τὸ νοεῖν ἑοντύν, ἣ δὲ ἐνέργεια abrow ἡδονὴ αὐτοῦ deri, 
ἐπὶ τούτῳ ἄρα ταύτην δεὰ (ἢ τὴν ζωῆν, λέγω δὴ τῷ νοεῖν ξαντν «ες «αὶ δὰ 
τοῦτο, φησὶ, καὶ τὴν αἴσθησιν καὶ τὴν ἐγρήγορσιν καὶ τὴν νόησιν Gerd 
φαμεν, ὅτι ἐνέργεναί τινες οὖσαι ἱνδάλματά τινα eat σκιαΐ elow ἣν ἐνεργοῖ 
μὲν ἐνεργείας καὶ ἣν ζῶμεν ζωῆν, ὅτον ὁ ἡμέτερον νοῦς γένηταί πῶε τὰ νογεέ, 
τὰς δὲ ἐλπίδας πάλιν καὶ μνῆμαε φιλοῦμεν διὰ τὸς ἐνεργείας μεμνημῖνοι yap 
τινὸς ἐνεργείας ἢ ἐλπίζοντες ἐνεργῆσαι φιλοῦμεν τὴν ἐλπίδα καὶ τὴν arte 


2.18, ἢ προσδοκία δ᾽ ἀνάπαλιν] τουτέστι, τῶν μὲν χρησίμων ἡδεῖα, τῶν δὲ 
καλῶν οὐ πάνυ (Cores). If καλά as well a5 χρήσιμα are referred Ὁ 
here, the infetiority of the pleasure attending the anticipation of the 
former will be due to the fact that they are yaheré= but perhaps 
only τὰ χρήσιμα are referred to. 


4.30. τοῖς ὑπερέχουσι δὲ περὶ τὴν πρᾶξιν] ἡ ¢. role εὐεργόταιε: 
«231. ἕπεται ‘are attributes of, sce note on Υἱὲ, ᾧ, 6, δ, 4, and 
Bonitz on Mel. A. 1. 981 ἃ, 27. 


2.25. § 7. φιλοτεκνότεραι] sc. τῶν πατέρων: oft EE. WS. 1248 bey 
καὶ {μᾶλλον φιλοῦσιν) αἱ μητέρες τῶν πατέρων. Hence the Paraph. = 
wrong with al μητέρες φιλοτεκνύτεραι μᾶλλον... ἥ οἱ παῖδες φιλομόήσαμσε, 


2.20, καὶ μᾶλλον ἴσασιν ὅτι αὐτῶν] Ramsauer brackets these words as 
out of place here, where Aristotle is concerned to show why 
benefactors love more. Surely, he argues, those who receive know 
as well what they receive as those who give know what they give, 


οἷοι 
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while the connexion in which the similar words occur in viii, 12. 2 1680.26. 


is quite different. The parallel passage, however, £. £, H. 8, 1241 
δ. 7, which Ramsauer does not regard as making against his view, 
seems to me to indicate that the writer had the text of the £. 4. 
with καὶ μᾶλλον ἴσασιν ὅτι αὑτῶν before him, His words are καὶ αἱ 
μητέρεν τῶν πατέρων ὅτι μᾶλλον οἴονται αὑτῶν εἶναι ἔργον τὰ τέκνα. τὸ γὸρ 
ἔργον τῷ χαλεπῷ διορίζουσι, πλείω δὲ λυπεῖται περὶ τὴν γένεσιν μήτηρ. 
See note on of prrépes viii, 1.2. 2, b. 27. 


CHAPTER VIII. 
Aacument, 


Austher question ts, whether ἃ man ought to love himself or some other mest, 
Nat hivasilf, some argue, for self-love* ἐξ bad: bat men are noted for their 
Aarlf-love'; good men for their love of what it beautiful and right, which 
vues theo forgetful of self, and devoted to their friends. But facts, it may 
δε erged, are against this view. Selfstove is mot Sad: ἃ man ἐν Nis own truest 
Sriteed if a true frien is one cho wishes the good of the object of hit friemiship 
btrinsterestedty, or for that object's ewn sae ; and if it dr htt truest friend whom 
gman ought 10 low mort—awhom ought he to love more than himself, his wm 
brwest, mast disinterested friend? Our statement that a man's love for his 
“2 νον is merely an extenvion of his tove for himself may be taken δὲ favouring 

«this contention ; amd all the proverbs about fricudship accord with it—one 
soul’ — things in common'—* eguality'— knee nearer than shin'—<chese are 
all most truly applicable to a man’s friendship for himself. Which of these two 
eppovite views then must we follow) Both are plausible. 

dn healing with such views we must draw distinctions, and try te we how 
Sor, and ἐπ what πέσε, cach is true, Let us se there in what sense each view 
understands "self love.’ The view which understands it in a bad sense takes it 
τὸ mean the habit of asrigning to oneself the larger share, where money, hononr, 
send bodily plearure are concerned, These are the things which the majority of 
men think best, and compete heenly for—in their selfish pursuit of them fing 
‘for the satisfaction of thir desires «eed the irrational part of their natwre. The 
*seifolorwe" of such mers then is justly held up to contempt; ared it is it whick 
those who say that a man ought not t0 love himself most, have in view. 

But if saan were seen to be always bent om acting virtuousty and identify 

Abwvself with all that is antiful and good, mo one would blame hin for thir 
ἀὐαά of seiflove?— self lowe” too, ém the trmest seme, inasmuch as it is the true 
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‘acdf'—the governing principle ta Sim —whick meh ἃ man obeys and lives for. 
That Reason is the Trove Self ix showvs by the wse of the ternes “continent” and 
“fucontinent i.e. able and wnable to *covetsin hintself; ar govern Bis passions; 
also by the fact that the most rational ecty wre thought ἂρ be the mort voluntary; 
cand by the fact that the good man loves Kis Reacom meet, 

There would seem, then, to be toe hinds of seif-loce, which oiffer αν widely as 
the life according to Reason an the life according te Inpulie. The good min 
therefore ought ἐν love himself. ire se doing he will benefit bach Aims amt 
‘others ; Out the ‘seljolove' of the wicket mam is λιν! both to Αἤπεμεῖῦ ἀνά te 
Ais neighbour, for it consists im following evil parsiows, The wtched man 
does what he ought not ἐν do ; the good man docs what he ought ὧν ἀν 
for Reason atwouys chooses that which ἐξ best for ἐμ, ant the goed man 
obeys the rule of Reason. For his friewds toe the good ware will ὧν much, 
and for his country —even laying dom his life, if παρά be. Fle will give wp 
wealth, and station, and all the goed things which men conepete for, ἐν tht 
he may mats the glory of well-doing kit erm. He will prefer the greet joy 
ef 6 short time to feeble satisfactions continued throughout a deme time = eee 


ordinary doingr—ome vest 
‘glorious deed ἐν many small performances—dying, ft may be, for hit country, 


he wild let his chance of making money slips that 2° kis friend may cow in for 
4 larger share; for thus he secures for himself whet it tether than memes 
—the glory of performing a virtuous action. Stmiiarky, he will tet Rewears 
and offices go past him in favour of his friend ; may, Ht mony te that he wil 
sometimes ἴδατις even good actions £9 be performed by kit friend, wikere thir 
is more virtue in being the couse of his friensl’s performing them than in per 
forming them himself. in short, where virtuous actions are concerned the 
mar will always take fo himself the larger share. This tx the πα tm 

he ives himself moit—rightiy, we have seen, not as the mang “lowe thew 
selves. 


[Ch MM, ii. 13, 14, where 6 φίλαυτον is discussed in much the 
same way as here; but there is no corresponding discussion in 
the £,Z,, 4. 6 περὶ τοῦ αὐτὸν οὑτῷ φίλον εἶναι ἢ μὴ going over the 
same ground as Ζ' iV. ix. 4. Indeed the term φίλαντοε does not 
occur in the Κ΄ Εἰ It is pretty evident that Euderaus had not 
E.N. ix in exactly its present shape before him.) 


2268.32. § 1, οἷον] introduced into the text by Susemihl and Bywater, is 


given by Cambr. and CCC, as well as by Kb and τι 


44° ἑαυτοῦ] πόρρω ἑαυτοῦ (Mich. Eph.); ‘without thinking of 
self? 


§ 3. ὁ βουλόμενος ᾧ βούλεται] For ᾧ ΚΡ and Cambr. have ἢ ἃ. 


Bywater’s conjecture ἦν ᾧ is very likely. The ἦν would refer to 
1155 Ὁ. gr: see Contrit. p. 64. 
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καὶ at παροιμίαι δέ κιτιλ.7 τούτοιε δὲ καὶ αἱ παροιμίαι πᾶσαι μαρ- 1168 ὃν, δ. 
πυροῦσι, Τοὺς γὰρ σφόδρα φίλους δηλοῦντες, μία ψυχή φασι" ἔτι δὲ καὶ τὸ 
xowh τὰ τῶν Φίλων εἰς τοῦτο φέρει, καὶ ἰσότης φιλότης, καὶ γόνυ κνήμην 
ἔγγιον, Bl γὰρ τὸ κοινόν, καὶ ἡ ἰσότης; καὶ τὸ ἔγγιστα, φιλία, τί γένοιτ᾽ ἂν 
ἑκάστῳ φιλιαώτερον ἑαυτοῦ ; (Paraph.). These proverbs all go to show 
that Friendship is a very close relation; and to whom can a man 
stand in a closer relation than to Aimself? 


γόνυ κνήμης ἔγγιον] Siahr and Fritzsche refer to Theoc, xvi. 18, Ὁ. δ. 
where ἀπωτέρω ἢ γόνυ κνήμα is put into the mouth of one who 
excuses himself for keeping his moncy to himsclf. 


δή] So Bywater for 6¢—‘to indicate that the statement is ab. 11. 
conclusion drawn from what precedes it in the text—’ Conirsb, 


Ρ. 64, 


8 8. διωιρεῖν] What is the precise force of διαιρεῖν here? Does b. 28. 
ik mean that we are to ‘analyse’ each view by itself? or that we 
are fo ‘distinguish between" the two views? Peters, adopting the 
first alternative, translates—' Perhaps the best method of dealing 
with conflicting statements of this kind is to analyse them, and then 
clearly distinguish how far and in what sense each is right.’ Stahr 
adopts the other alternative and translates—‘Allein ich denke, man 
‘muse dergleichen Raisonnements scharf von einander halen und 
genau bestimmen, wie weit und in welcher Art sie wahr sind’ 
‘am inclined to Stahr’s opinion, on account of what follows, It 
turns out that each of the two λόγοι is concerned with a different 
Φίλαντον. Instead of being contrary theories on the same subject, 
they are theories relating to entirely different subjects, This being 
clearly seen, the two theories are properly ‘distinguished,’ οἷς 
Ramsauer's note—‘Dirimentur autem certantes (διαιρεῖν) atque 
‘utrique rem non male gessisse videbuntur, si apparuerit, diversa 
eos censuisse de nomine quidem vel titulo uno, sed de re vel 
‘hominum genere diverso. 


εἰ δὴ λάβοιμεν τὸ φίλαυτον πῶς ἑκάτεροι λέγουσιν x.r:A.] Both Mich, b. 19. 
Eph. and the Paraph. in their commentaries on these words seem 
to take διαιρεῖν in the sense of ‘analysing’ first the one and then 
the other of the two theories, While, I think, on this particular 
point they are hardly right, their remarks are useful for the general 
understanding of the present passage. Mich. Eph. has—8ei dia 


11.88.18, 


5.15, 
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ρεῖν τούτους, τουτέστε δεῖ διοιρεῖν τὸ τῆς φιλαντίας ὅνομα ὅπερ ἀμφότερον 
προΐσχονται εἶν τὸ σημαινόμενα πράγματα" ob yp ἐστιν ἁπλοῦν ἡ φιλαντώα 
ἀλλ᾽ ὁμώνυμον, be ὁ κύων, καὶ διαιροῦντας, λέγειν ὅτε ἀμφότεροι «καλῶς 
λέγουσι οἵ τε φιλεῖν ἑαντοὺν λέγοντεε eat οἱ μὴ φιλεῖ(ν). χρὴ οὖν διαιροῦντεν 
λέγειν ὅτε τὸ φίλαυτον διττάν ἐστιν ὧς εἴρητοι ἀγαπᾶν καὶ ϑερασεῦτιν τὸν ὧν 
ἡμῖν δῆμον τὴν ddoyiaw . . . dv μὲν οὖν τοῖτο τῶν τῇς φελαυτίας σημαν-. 
νομένων ὅπερ ἐστὶ φαῦλον καὶ αἰσχρόν" καὶ ὁ τοιοῦτον φίλαυτον ὃς οὐδὲ 
«υρίων φίλαντύφ ἐστι «ἄκιστορ τῷ ὄντι καὶ αἰσχρότατοτ'" ot γάρ ἐστιν ὁ 
ἄνθρωπος ἡ οἴσθησις ἣν αὐτὸε φιλεῖ ἀλλ᾽ ὁ νοῦν ὃν αὐτὸς ὀκτετόβλικαν 
+ +e ἄλλο δὲ φιλαυτίας σημαινόμενον τὸ φιλεῖν τὸν Grew ἄνθρωπον ὅπ 
ἐστὶ τὸ ἐν ἡμῖν φρονοῦν" ὁ τοιοῦτος φίλαυτος οὐκ αἰσχρόε ἔστιν Dd 
χάλλιστοι. The Paraph. has οὕτω τοίνυν ἀμφοτέρων μὲν Ἀόγνιν ἀληθῶν. 
«ἶναι δοκούντων, εἰκότως ἀπορεῖται ποτέρῳ δέον ἀκολουθεῖν. εὑρήσομεν a 
διελόντες καὶ διορισάμενοι ἐφ᾽ ὅσον καὶ πῶς ἑκάτερος ἀληϑεύει (which 
Heinsins translates, doubtless correctly, Nos igitur si diligenter 
dividamus rem ipsam et distinguamus δῦ.) nrA—to the sam 
effect as Mich. Eph. above, 


§§ 4, 6.1 The two kinds of φίλουτοι contrasted in these sections 
may be compared with those who act from dae tnadaaguatae or att 
passioniius obnoxti, and those who live ex dwete rations, a 
distinguished by Spinoza. The former are dominated by the 
abstract and onesided views presented by passion and imaginatics, 
which hold up the same thing in different lights to different persons, 
between whom accordingly dissensions and conflicts arise. Bat 
those who live ear ducts rationis see nothing partially ; they under 
stand everything truly as its nature is determined by the place it 
occupies in the universal system. Between men who look at things 
in this way there can be no disagreement. Aristotle’s ddl τὰ καλὶν 
ἑαυτῷ περιποιεῖσθαι (§ 5) is Spinoza’s ‘Acting in a manner suitable 
to that rationally constituted and apprehended Human’ Nature iti 
oneself which is common to oneself with all men.’ In seeking bis 
own highest good a man secks spso facto the highest good of all 
other men; the distinction between ‘his own" highest good and 
that ' of other men’ being merely a formal one. See Spinoza Ex 
iv. 18, Schol—‘ Quum ratio nihil contra naturam postalet, 
ergo ipsa, ut unusquigque se ipsum amet, suum utile, quod revers 
utile est, quaerat, et id omne, quod hominem ad majorem perfec 
tionem revera ducit, appetat, et absolute ut unusquisque sium este 
quantum in se est, conservare conetur . . . Deinde quandoquides 


el 
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virtus nihil aliud est quam ex legibus propriae naturae agere, εἴ 1168 b. 19, 


‘emo suum esse Conservare conetur, nisi ex propriae suae naturac 
Jegibus; hine sequitur . virtatis fundamentum esse ipsum 
conatum, proprium ease conservandi, et félicitatem in eo con- 
sistere, quod homo suum esse conservare potest”... iv. 35 
*Quatenus homines affectibus, qui passiones sunt, conflictantur, 
possunt esse natura diversi et invicem contrarii . . . sed quia 
unusquisque ex suac naturae Iegibus id appetit, quod bonum, et id 
amovere conatur quod malum esse jadicat; οἵ quum practerea id, 
quod ex dictamine rationis bonum aut malum esse jadicamus, neces- 
sario bonum aut malum sit: ergo homines quatenus ex ductu 
‘fitionis vivunt, eatenus tantum ea necessario agunt, quae humanae 
Naturae, et consequenter unicuique homini necessario bona sunt, 
hoc est, quae cum natura uniuscujusque hominis conveniunt: 
atque adeo homines ctiam inter 86, quatenus ex ductu mtionis 
vivunt, necessario semper conveniunt.’ 


ξ 6. τῷ κυριωτάτῳ] Le τῷ νῷ. Cf x 7.9 δόξειε δ' ἂν wal εἶναι Ὁ. 80. 


ἕκαστοι τοῦτο, εἴπερ τὸ αύριον καὶ ὄμεινον. 


ὥσπερ δὲ καὶ πόλις κιτιλ.} ‘As the ruling part in it seems to deb, 31. 


the state, or system, in the truest sense, so his ruling part is the man 
‘in the truest sense.’ Mich. Eph, says—ée mite κυρίως ἐστὶν οὐ τὰ 
τεύχη υὐδὲ αἱ οἰκίαι, οὐδὲ ἀπλῶε of ἐν αὐτῇ olkoivres .. . ἀλλὸ πόλις ἐστὶ 
τὸ ἦρχον καὶ ἑξουσιόζον" οἷον ἐν τοῖε Βασιλευομένοιε πόλεε ἐστὶν ὁ βασιλεύε, 
(Vérat c'est moi) ἐν δὲ τοῖς δημοκρατουμένοις ὁ δῆμος, καὶ ἐν τοῖς ὄλεγ- 
᾿ἀρχουμένοιε οἱ εὔποροι». . οὕτω καὶ ὅ ἄνθρωποε ευρίως ἐστὶ τὸ πεφνεὺε ἐν 
ἡμῖν pipos ὄρχειν rhs ψυχῆν' ὅπερ ἐστὶ τὸ λογιζόμενον ἡμῶν καὶ φρονοῦν" 
καὶ φίλαυτοι δὴ κυρίως ἐστὶν... ὁ τοῦτο φίλῶν. 


¢ τούτου ἑκάστου ὄντος] ὥστε τοῦ μὲν νοῦ κρατοῦντος αὐτόν τιε λέγεται, 36. 


κρατεῖν, τῶν δὲ παθῶν κρατούντων, οὐκ αὐτὸς κρατεῖν ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον κρατεῖσθαι. 
(Paraph). 

καὶ πεπραγέναι δοκοῦσιν αὐτοὶ καὶ ἑκουσίως τὰ μετὰ λόγου μάλιστα] 
The acts of the rational agent represent a consisicnt and single 
personality to which we always refer them ; whereas the acts of the 
ἀκρατὴς represent merely the prevalence for the time of certain 
émOupior, and are regretted and as it were disowned, by the man 
‘when he comes to himself’ again. On this ground the acts of 
the rational agent are spoken of here as voluafary in a higher sense 


380 BOOK iX: CHAP. 8: δῷ 6-8. 


1198}, 95, than those of the ἀκρατής. But it must be remembered that the 


1199 a. δ, 


"9. 


ai. 


doctrine of the Third Book (and we have no reason to suppose 
that Aristotle wishes to modify it here) makes no prarticaf difference 
between acts done κατὰ λόγον, and those done δι᾽ ὀπυδυμίαν ἢ δά 
ϑυμόν, gud yoluntary. If our good acts are voluntary so are also. 
‘our bad acts: see fil, 1,20 τὸ ἑκούσιον δάξειεν ἂν εἶναι οὗ ἡ ἀρχὴ ἐν 
αὐτῷ εἰδότι τὰ καϑ' ἕκαστα ἐν οἷς ἡ πρᾶξιι. This description applies as 
well to acts caused by mere πάθος as to those due to βανλευταεῇ 
ὄρεξιι. Πότερον (iii. τ. 23) οὐδὲν ἑκουσίως πράττομεν τῶν δὲ ἐπιδυμίαν 
καὶ θυμόν, ἣ τὰ καλὰ μὲν ἑκουσίως τὰ δ᾽ αἰσχρὰ ἀκουσίως; ἢ γελοῖον Ene Ὁ 
γε αἰτίου ὄντος ; We may perhaps say that while this is the practical 
view as it recommends itself to the sociologist, the statement 
menpaytvas δοκοῦσιν αὐτοὶ καὶ ἑκουσίως τὰ μεγὰ λόγου μάλιστα is made is 
the spirit of ‘ the mefaphysic of Ethics.’ 


καὶ ὀρέγεσθαι ἢ τοῦ καλοῦ ἢ τοῦ δοκοῦντος συμφέρειν] Coracs, 
following the Paraph, is doubtless right with ὅσον διαφέρει τὸ cock 
λόγον ζὴν τοῦ κατὰ πάθον, καὶ ἦ τοῦ καλοῦ ὄρεξις τῆς ὀρέξεων τοῦ ove 
φίροντος. The writer’s carcless use of ᾧ before τοῦ δοκοῦντος bas 
betrayed some MSS, (ΚΡ, Mb, Cambr, CCC, Ald. followed by 
Bywater) into the insertion of ἢ before τοῦ καλοῦ, 


611 With this § οἱ again Spinoza Evi. ἵν, Prop. 36—Summum 
bonum eorum qui virtutem sectantur, omnibus commune est, δοῦσαν, 
omnes aeque gaudere possunt. Demonsfr. ex virtute agere ext 
ductu rationis agere, et quicquid ex ratione conamur agete est ἴων 
telligere, Atque adeo summum benum corum qui virtutest 
sectantur est Deum cognoscere, hoc est, bonum, quod omuibes 
hominibus commune est, ct ab omnibus hominibus, quatents 
¢jusdem sunt naturae, possideri aeque potest. 


εἴπερ ἡ ἀρετὴ τοιοῦτόν ἐστιν] 7. ¢. cach man individually will have 
the greatest of good things, ‘for such is virtue” 


ξ.8. πᾶς γὰρ νοῦς αἱρεῖται τὸ βέλτιστον ἑαυτῷ] Νοῦε in its perfect 
purity, as God, contemplates and eternally realises that which Ν᾽ 
best and highest—itself: see Afef, A, 9. 1074 b. 25 δῆλον... ort 
τὸ θειότατον καὶ τιμιώτατον νοεῖ, eal od μεταβάλλει" εἷς χεῖρον γὰρ ᾧ μετα 
βολή .. , αὑτὸν dpa νοεῖ, εἶπερ ἐστὶ τὸ κράτιστον. In man νοῦς bs the 
principle which maintains the ὄνυλον εἶδον of his nature, to maintain 
which is his chief good; while in the organisms of animals and 


atl 
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Plants the same formative principle appears as an effort, cha- 1160 ».17, 
facterised as δεῖον, to preserve and perpetuate the type of the race, 

A divine Reason thus penetrates Nature, producing dy out of ky»— 

de τοιαύτης (4.6. ἀναγκοῖον οὕτως ὅτι ἄνευ αὐτοῦ οὐκ dort τὸ B—Alex, 

ad Toc.) ἄρα ἀρχὴν (1-4. the divine ἐνέργεια ἄνεν δυνάμεων, OF vii 

woherws) ἤρτηται ὁ οὐρανὸς καὶ ἡ φύσις. (et, A. 7. 1072 Ὁ. 13) 
κατὰ φύσιν, ὧε οἷόν τε κάλλιστα ἔχειν, οὕτω πέφνκιν (EZ. NV. i. 9. δ): 
ἀπειδὴ ὥριστοι τὸ εἶδος ἑκάστου τῶν φύσφως γινομένων, οἷον ἀνθρώπον ἵππου 
κτλ, καὶ ἡ ταῦτα δημιουργοῦσα ἀρχὴ μέχρι τοσοῦτον πὶ κινοῦσα τὴν 
ὕλην μέχριε οὗ τὸ εἶδον τοῦτο καὶ τὴν μορφὴν τελείων ἐναρμόσωι τῇ ὕλῃ 
(Themist. én Pdys. vol. i. p. 171, ed. Spengel): of Rhet. t. 6. 
1362 a. 24, quoted by Ramsauer—(dyaéi δ᾽ dori) ὅσα ὁ νοῦς ἂν 
ἑκάστῳ ἀποδοίη, καὶ ὅσα ὁ περὶ ἕκαστον νοῦς ἀποδίδωσιν ἑκάστῳ, Mich, 
Eph. remarks on née γὰρ νοῦς αἱρεῖται τὸ βέλτιστον ἑαυτῷ as follows— 
πᾶς γὸρ wie οὐτοφυῶς μὴ πειραθεὶς ὑφ' ἡδονῆς ἢ νόσου αἱρεῖται καὶ διώκει. 
τὸ βέλτιστον καὶ συμφέρον ἑαντῷ' δῆλον δὲ τοῦτο καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν ἀλόγων 
Gow ἔστι γάρ τις ἅπασι τούτοις ὕλλαμψις νοῦ" ὡσαύτως ὁ "Αριστοτέλης 
ἀλλαχοῦ λέγε (Aristotle does not seem to use this expression any- 
where) τοῖν μὲν μᾶλλον τοῖν δὲ ἧττον, & ἦν λλαμψιν αὐτοφυῶς ζητεῖ καὶ 
εὑρίσκει τὰ ὠφελοῦντα... (Mich. Eph. then gives several examples 
οἵ the ‘instinct’ of animals; and proceeds—) ri δεῖ πολλὰ γράφειν" 
πλήρεις τοιούτων οἱ περὶ ζῴων "Αριστοτέλον» προγμωτεῖοι" καὶ ἐξ ἐκείνων ἃ 
βουλόμενος λαμβανέτω τὰς πίστεις τοῦ πάντα νοῦν αἱρεῖσθαι τὸ βέλτιστον 
δουτῷ" ὥστε καὶ ὁ ἐπιεικὴς ἐπειδὴ πειθορχεῖ τῷ νῷ, ἀποσείεται δὲ vis 
ἀλόγονε ὀρίξειε, τὰ βέλτιστα καὶ ἑαντῷ καὶ τοῖς πέλαι αἱρήσεται καὶ 
πράξει, 


ἔ Ὁ. αἱροῦνται δὴ μέγα καλὸν ἑαυτοῖς] We see how far removed ἃ. 36 
the φιλαυτία of the good man is from ordinary self-seeking. For 
the sake of the καλόν the φίλουτον will lay down his life. He will 
ποῖ cast it carelessly away as inferior men, falsely called courageous, 
do under the influence of anger or other excitement, but will lay it 
down rationally for the sake of his ideal of Human Perfection. He 
Knows that Human Perfection, unlike the Divine Perfection which 
is realised in One eternal Being, is realised in a succession of 
mortal beings, ‘The mere prolongation, as such, of a mortal life he 
‘sees to be a matter of little moment, because Human Perfection is 
secured by the succession of lives, He cares only for Human 
Perfection, and if he finds that he can further it by doing something 
that can be done only at the cost of his own bodily Ife, he gladly 
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1169 » 26, lays down his life, Efere all the ordinary motives operating within 


a 32, 


0.34 11. ἐν πᾶσι δὴ τοῖς ἐπαινετοῖς ὁ σπουδαῖος φαίνεται ἑαυτῷ τῶ 


the region of the sensibility are left behind, and the agent rises 
into the sphere where action is determined by ‘reverence for law 
universal,’ Thus the doctrine of φιλαυτία, which in its highear fore. 
amounts to ‘self-sacrifice,’ belongs to what may well be called ‘the 
Metaphysic of Ethics” That there is such a ‘Metaphysic’ ὦ 
‘surely ἃ great practical truth, attested by the fact that men are fourd 
thus ready to lay down their lives. 


$10. ἐνδέχεται δὲ καὶ πράξεις τῷ φίλῳ προΐεσθαι] If the weyele 
Yoxor—the form under which the highest excellence ix presented ia 
the Fourth Book—be compared with the form under which ® 
is preeented here, certain, perhaps not unnatural, 

will be avoided in connexion with the carlier account. 


καλοῦ πλέον νέμων] not at the expense of others, but for the sake εἴ 
our common Humanity, By ἐπαινετά we are to understand the 
virtues: see 2. ΔΙ i. 12. 6 6 μὲν γὰρ ἔπαινος τῆς ἀρετῆτ' πρακτικοὶ ye 
τῶν καλῶν ἀπὸ ταύτης, The ‘ larger share,’ then, which the good man 
‘takes to himself” is a larger share of καλαὶ πράξειε, some of them 
involving the sacrifice of all that is dear to flesh and blood, The 
good man takes to himself a‘ larger share’ of ‘self-sacrifice,’ Graat 
well compares with this account of the φίλαυτος ‘the elevalel 
description of the self-sacrifice of the brave man in Exh. iil» 
5" 


CHAPTER IX. 
Anoument, 
Another question ss whether the Happy Maus wilt mend friends ar mot. 
say τ he is self-sufficient: he Kas the good: why, thes, chowld Be) 


second or supplementary zeif to help him ἐν attain a good which [ες dos 
τ Wher: Heaven is hid, what mecd of Friends ?* To this it ὧν replteat that ἃ 
seems absurd to assign alt good things to the Hager ane throne 
friends, the greatest of external good thingr, mean ὦ 
Pep ἐς bemfactor, pei μὰ to benefit friends thas ae 
geod mum τ ἱ! reed friends to be the objets Pome ear 
(question arises— Whether it ἐ in prosperity or 
needed? In adversity © mar will weed bimefectors 5 7 πέιετοίτιληντε 


a 
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λέν bemeficemie, Again, are we te make the Hapty man a Solitary? Surcly 
this wowkd be absurd, Ban is naturally social. No one wowld choose to have 
all by hiivuseif the whole list of good things. The Happy Man, then, must here 
Ieee eS ey send maf ct: δὴν τοὶ ἐς 


aaciely of | 
What, then, is the truth contained in the fist vicw—that the Haphy Man is 
self-sufficient, and doce net need friends? The view ἐν true so far as friendship 
‘for profit, and friendship for pleasure are concerned. The Happy Man does not 


performed, wot a. 

τ οστνεμετοι το pp Oro oh σῖτος 
functions, but he can contemplate the like function in his friend better than he can 

onttemplate his own function. The Happy Man thus needs the mirror of Friend= 

‘ahip tm which t0 ste clearly that which is Air foy—the Life of good action-—his 

oom Life. Further, it ing admitted that the life of the Hoty Afam ought tebe 


Happiness. “ei re ty sag aia ai 

goed ween, as Thoognis tells 

See Fass Rat lignes Gn hs ΒΕ ΒΗ hdage fms tick we infor 

that 2 good friend is maturaily the object of the good man’s choice, Wa howe 

seem thai that which ἐν roxtuurally geod is good and Newsant in itself for the good 
perceiving and thinking—oe wssre 


‘Besant il for tts eat Si tcherfoe good cna pena for te pot 

strive ofter it, but the good man eipecicily itriver after 
Sf labo Nia i bar cst Atel ar relay Bick Further, he whe 
ween ov Bears or walks perceives that he sees or hears or walks : there ἔν a faculty 
in hive which perceives that he exercises the waerious functions of sense-percep- 
‘than, amd of thought: but to perceive that he perceives or thinks ἐν to perceive 


‘man chore dife ὁ αἶα. pager aint 
the good man stands ἐν his friend is the seone a1 that in which he stands fo 
Rimasell, the ood man who, as gout, mates Ait onve ex 


ἐροτρενηδήρη constitutes the social lefe of man, as distingwithed 
(yh rhage ee ie ered tagether im the same pastures. 
‘Our conciution, then, is that the Happy Alem meust have good friends. 
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[The subject of this chapter (excellently summarised by Gratt 
ad tv.) is discussed in Z. £, 4. 12 (a chapter the interpretation of 
which labours under great textual difficulties), and in Af, Mii. re] 

2168 5. 8, 61. τὸν δὲ φίλον, ἕτερον αὐτὸν ὄντα, πορίζειν & δι᾿ αὐτοῦ ἀδυνατεῖ 
fe, the notion of the ἕτερος αὐτόν or supplementary self, αἰὸ 
supplies what the αὐτός by himself cannot obtain, is inconsistent (4 
priori) with the notion of the αὐτάρκεια of the αὐτός, 

Ὁ. 7. ὅταν ὃ δαίμων κιτιλ,} Eurip, Orestes 667. 


5.9. § 3. ὃ δοκεῖ τῶν ἐκτὸς ἀγαθῶν μέγιστον εἴναι] Τ cannot recall ary 
passage in which Aristotle explicitly pledges himself to the vier 
that friends are the greatest of external good things. The value of 
the depos αὐτός as he is characterised in the present book & 
scarcely that of an exlernal good; while in Σ΄ 4. i. 8. 15 τῶι 
Rieti. δι fiends are simply enumerated among other exter 
good things, without being placed in a position of marked 
superiority, Thus in 2, i, 8. 15, 16, we δᾶνα--- Φαίνεται δ' ἔνι 
κοὶ τῶν ἐντὸς ἀγαθῶν mpovdcopin, καθάπερ εἴπομεν" ἀδύνατον γὰρ ἢ οἱ 
ῥῇδιον τὰ καλὰ πράττειν ἀχορήγητον ὄντα, πολλὰ μὲν γὰρ πράττεται, 
καβέπερ δι’ ὀργάνων, διὰ φίλων καὶ πλοῦτον καὶ πελιτικῆν δυνάμιος dee 
δὲ τητώμενοι ῥυπαίνουσι τὸ μακήριον, οἷον εὐγενείας εὐτεκνίας wiNKoor ὃ 
πάνυ γὰρ εὐδαιμονικὸς ὁ τὴν ἰδέαν παναίσχης ἢ δυσγενὴς ἡ μενώτηε κεῖ dre 
0s, ἔτε δ' ἴσως ἧττον, εἴ τῳ πάγκακοι παῖδες εἶεν ἢ φίλοι, ἢ ἀγαθοὶ Sere 
τεθνᾶσιν, and Rh. i. 5. 1360 b. 18 sqq. et δή ἐστιν ἡ σὐδαιμονία τοῖς, 
τον, ἀνόγκη αὐτῆς εἶναι μέμη εὐγένειαν πολυφιλίαν χρηστοφιλίαν πλοῖτον 
εὐτεανίαν πολντεανίαν εὐγηρίαν, ὅτι τὰς τοῦ σώματοι ἀρετὰς oles ὀγίσεαν αϑδον 
ἰσχὺν μέγεθος δύναμιν ἀγωνιστικὴν δόξαν τιμήν εὐτυχίαν «« , οὕτω yp 
αὐτυρκέστατος εἴη, εἰ ὑπάρχοι αὑτῷ τά τ᾽ ἐν αὐτῷ καὶ τὰ ἔκτδξ 
γάρ ἐστιν ἄλλα παρὰ ταῦτα' ἔστι δ᾽ ἐν αὐτῷ μὲν τὰ περὶ ψυχὴν καὶ τὸ ἐν 
σώματι, ἔξω δὲ εὐγένεια καὶ φίλοι καὶ χρήματα καὶ τιμή. ὅτι δὲ προσήκαν 
οἰόμεθα δυνάμεις ὑπώρχειν καὶ τύχην" οὕτω γὰρ ἂν ἀσφαλέστατῳε & βίοι 
εἴη. 

5.19. 8, μονώτην] C/. LN, i. 7. 6 τὸ δ' αὕταρκεε λέγομεν οὐκ αὐτῷ κάνω 
τῷ ζῶντι Blow μονώτην, ANA καὶ γονεῦσε καὶ τέκνοις καὶ γυναικὶ καὶ ὅλως, 
τοῖν φίλοις καὶ πολίταις, ἐπειδὴ φύσει πολιτικὸν ὁ ἄνθρωπο, 


ξ 4. οἱ πρῶτοι] οἷν δοκεῖ μὴ δεῖν φίλων τοῖς μακαρίοιε (Paraph.). 


ν.34. τῶν τοιούτων μὲν οὖν οὐδὲν δεήσεται ὁ μακάριο4] C/; Menander 
(apud Plat, de Aud. Poet. 13)— 


μακάριος Gore etelar καὶ νοῦν ἔχει, 


al 
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ἢ ἐπὶ μικρόν] κἄν ἴσων ποτὲ διὰ νόσον ἦ τοιοῦτό τι δεήσεται, ἐπὶ μικρὸν 1190 b, 20. 


δεήσεται (Mich. Eph). 


ἐπεισάκτου] Of EN. is 8. 12 οὐδὲν δὴ προσϑεῖται τῆς ἡδονῆς ὁ βίου 
αὐτῶν ὥσπερ περιάπτον turds, ἀλλ᾽ ἔχει τὴν ἡδονὴν ἐν ἑαυτῷ, 


δ. ἐν ἀρχῇ! Ζ. Ν |. 7. 15, where εὐδοιμονία is defined as ψυχῆς 5.38. 


ἐνῴγεα ard, 


ἡ δ᾽ ἐνέργεια ϑῆλον ὅτι γίνεται κιτλ.} The Paraph, bas—j dip-¥. 90, 


γαια φανερὸν ὅτι γίγνεται, καὶ ἐν τῷ γίγνεσθον τὸ εἶναι ἔχει, καὶ οὗ γέγονε 
καὶ ὑπάρχει ἤδη καθάπερ τι κτῆμα᾽ συνίστοτοι μὲν οὖν ἡ εὐδαιμανΐα ἐν τῷ 
Gp καὶ πράττειν, Mich, Eph, has—el δὲ ἐνέργεια, δῆλον ὧν οὐκ ἔστιν 
ὅλον τι καὶ ὑφεστηκότ, ὧν οἰκία ἢ ἱμάτιον ἢ ἐγὼ ἢ σύ, ἀλλὰ γίνεται ὥσπερ 
ἢ εἰνησιε᾽ οὐδὲ γὰρ ἡ κίνησίς ἐστιν ὁμοῦ ξύμπασα, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν αὐτῆς 
γέγονε τὸ δὲ ἔστι, τὸ δὲ μέλλει γενέσθαι οὐκ ἔστιν οὖν ἦ εὐδοιμυνία ὅλον 
σι, ἐνέργεια οὖσο, ἀλλ᾽ οἷον ἢ κίνησιν καὶ ὅρασιν. 

Happiness is a fanction performed, not a thing possessed. ‘This 
function, as performed by the good man, is pleasant on two 
grounds—as good, and as ‘Ais own’—and invites contemplation. 
But the good man siands, as it were, too near himself to see 
properly ‘his own’ as realised in himself. He sces ‘his own’ 
better at the distance of his ‘second eelf’ Swovdala καὶ ἡδεῖα καθ΄ 
αὑτήν b. 32 1 understand to mean ‘good and consequently pleasant 
in itself’ the good being one source of true pleasure (cf vill, 3. 7 
τό τε ἁπλῶς ὀγοθὸν καὶ ἡδὺ ὁπλῶν ἐστίν), while in the next line Ὁ, 33 
τὸ οἰκεῖον Is stated to be the other source. Actions which are 
σπουδαῖαι and οἰκεῖαι, to be experienced as pleasant, must be con- 
templated (θεωρεῖν), i ¢. must be clearly realised in consciousness 
(cf for the use of ϑεωρεῖν, in the sense of ‘being fully conscious,” 
EN. vii. 3. 5 διοῖσει τὸ ἔχοντα μὲν μὴ θεωροῦντα δὲ xed.) This 
consciousness of one's own ϑοῖίοπϑ---ἢ τῶν οἰκείων πράξεων θεωρία---- 
becomes explicit in the contemplation of the actions of a good 
friend. The actions of such a friend are good, and, although not 
οἰκεῖαι in the narrow personal sense in which actions often stand 
too near the observer to be objects of clear vision, they are in the 
sense of being ὅμοιαι, and realising the one law of rectitude com- 
mon to all good men: ¢f viii. 3. 6 καὶ γὰρ ἁπλῶς of ἀγαθοὶ ἡδεῖς καὶ 
ἀλλήλοιν" ἑεάστῳ γὰρ καθ᾽ ἡδονήν εἰσιν αἱ οἰκεῖαι πράξειε καὶ αἱ τοιαῦται, 
τῶν ὀγοθῶν δὲ οἱ αὐταὶ ἢ ὅμοιαι. 

In God ‘subject and object’ are one. He realises and sees 

vou. 1. cc 


1109 b.29. Himself in Himself. But man realises and sees himself in aad 


Ὁ, 85. 


1170 4.1. 
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through others—Z, 2. Ἡ, 12, 1245 Ὁ, 18 ἡμῖν μὲν τὸ εὖ coll From 
ἐκείνῳ δὲ (se, θεῷ) οὐτὸν τὸ εὖ ἐστίν. For man, as immersed in dy, 
‘subject and object” are two, ‘Hence, to fulfil the injunction yA 
σεαντόν, he must place himself at a certain distance from himself, ar 
it were. He must by an effort make himself am odject to himelf 
This he does by universalising his own conduct, by regarding it 
not as the conduct of himself only, but also epee ‘Thus the 
idea or ideal of ‘conduct’ is abstracted from the ὅλη of the ind 
vidual’s sensibility, and made an object of contemplation. It ix 
longer Aus conduct, but the conduct of αὐ good men. Τιράξαι per 
formed by the individual with the consciousness that they are sud 
as all good men perform are pleasant par excellence; true piles | 
either being (book vii), or attending (book x), the consciommes | 
(opin) of good actions, and this consciousness being νας 
heightened in each individual, when he sees other rational agents 
obeying the same Law of Rectitude with himself: a Spinces 
says ΖΔ. iv. 37 ‘Bonum, quod homo sibi apperit et amat, com 
stantius amabit, si viderit, alios idem amare. Atque adeo com: 
bitur, ut reliqui idem ament. Et quia hoc bonum {ἢ ¢ Bonum 
quod unusquisque qui sectatur virtutem sibi appetit) omnitms 
commune est, coque omnes gaudere possunt; conabllur ergo ut 
omnes eodem gaudeant, et eo magis quo hoe bono magis fruetur! 


al τῶν σπουδαίων BE] 1 prefer δὴ, beginning the apodosis bere 
Zell and Michelet, however (and apparently also Susemihl and 
Bywater who read δέ with CCC, Cambr., Ald.) make it wih 
ὁ μακάριος δή 1170 ἃ. 2, Tt seems to me necessary to 8 ἃ 
conclusion from (1) τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ἡ ἐνέργεια σπουδαία καὶ ἡδεῖα, (2) τὸ etre 
τὸν ἡδέων, and (8) θεωρεῖν δὲ μᾶλλον τοὺς πόλος δυνόμεβα ὃ ἐκυταὺς καὶ τὸν 
ἐκείνων πράξεως ἡ τὰν οἰκείοη, that ‘a good [riend’s actions are plkasant 
to the good man”: then, from the premisses εἴπερ κασι, ἃ, 2, follows 
the different conclusion that ‘ the μακάριος will need good friends! 


ἄμφω] i.e, τὸ ἐπνεικές (or τὸ σπουδαῖον) and vd οἰκεῖον, Gf below 
“ἵπερ θεωρεῖν προαιρεῖται πράξειε ἐπιεικεῖε καὶ οἰκείας. Zelland Fritsche 
are evidently wrong in making ἄμφω nominative, ἢ ἐ, ὅ σπουδαῖοι, 
καὶ ὁ φίλος αὐτοῦ σπουδαῖοι dy. 


a6, owexds] Cf x. 4. 9 nix οὖν οὐδεὶς συνεχῶν ἥδετοι; ἦ κἄμννε ; mire 


γὰρ τὰ ἀνθρώπεια ἀδυνατεῖ συνεχῶς ἐνεργεῖν. Cf Meh ἃ. γ. τογᾶ Ὁ. 


a 
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τῳ διαγωγὴ δὲ ἐστιν οἷα ἡ ἀρίστη μικρὸν χρόνον ἡμῖν. οὕτω γὰρ ἀεὶ ἐκεῖνό 1270 ἃ. 8. 
ἔστιν, ἡμῖν μὲν γὰρ ἀδύνατον «., φαμὲν δὲ τὸν θεὸν εἶναι ζῷον ἀΐδιον 

ἄριστον ὥστε ζωὴ καὶ αἰὼν συνεχὴς καὶ ἀίδιοε ὑπάρχει τῷ θεῷ" τοῦτο γὰρ 

ὁ debs. 


μεθ᾽ ἑτέρων δὲ καὶ πρὸς ἄλλους ῥᾷον] The form of God is realised 
in one Eternal Being: the form of man in a multitude of con- 
and successive examples. Each individual man realises 
himself only by looking away from his own mere particularity, and 
assimilating into his consciousness the form of man’s reason as 
other examples—his friends and fellow-citizens—by their cumu- 
lative influence impress it more purely upon him. The great 
embodiment of human reason, the social order into which he has 
‘heen born, exists independently of himself. It is there already as 
an object for him to contemplate and identify himself with. It has 
not to be held up, as it were, in actual existence by his own un- 
alded reason, as the abstractions of Philosophy have to be main~ 
tained (and cannot long be maintained at a stretch) by the thinker 
himeclf: sce 2. E,W. 12, 1245 Ὁ. 16 οὗ γὰρ obras ὁ Bids εὖ ἔχει, 
ἀλλὰ βέλτιον ἢ ὥστε ἄλλό τι νοεῖν αὑτὸς παρ᾽ αὑτόν. αἷτιον 8 ὅτι ἡμῖν μὲν 
τὸ εὖ and! ἕτερον, ἐκείνῳ δὲ αὐτὸς αἰτοῦ τὸ εὖ ἐστί, Τὸ contemplate, and 
in contemplating to identify himself with, the social life is a thing 
which a man can do almost continuously, because his οὐσία or φύσιν, 
ἴδ to be a person who secs himself in others and lives in others, 
But to identify himself with νοητά which involve no social reference 
is a godlike act, which he can only at rare intervals, and for a short 
| time, perform, Cf Alex. ἐμ Met. p. 671 (ed. Bonitz)—¢ ἡμέτερος νοῦς, 
| δυνάμει ὃν τὸ γοητό, Grav de τὴν ἄεραρ ἐπιστήμην καὶ τῇε ἄγαν εὐωῖωε 
] 


ἐνεργείᾳ γένηται τὰ νοητά, τότε ζῶμεν τὴν ἀρίστην καὶ μακαριωτάτην καὶ 
πάσης ἡδονῆς ἐπέκεινα ζωήν, ὅτιε λόγῳ μέν ἐστιν ἀνερμήνευτον, γινώσκεται 
δὲ role τὸ μακάριον τουτὶ παθοῦσι πάθοε. ... p. O87 οὐκ ἔσται ἐπίπονον 
αὐτῷ (Ee. τῷ πρώτῳ νῷ) τὸ συνεχὲς τῆς νοήσεως εἰ νοῦς ἐστὶ καὶ νόησιε. 
ἀλλὰ we τῷ ἡμετέρῳ νῷ οὐσιωμένῳ ἐν τῷ voix εἶναι ἐπίπονόν ἐστι τὸ 
συνεχὶς τῆς νοήσεως ; ἢ ole ἔστιν ὁ ἡμέτερος νοῦς ἐνεργείᾳ νοῦρ καὶ ἐνερ. 
γείρ ὧς ἐκεῖνος, ἀλλὰ δυνάμει ; As Alex. quaintly says, it ἐξ not diffi- 
cult for a man to be always ἃ man, ὅτε ἐν τῷ εἶναι ἄνθρωπος οὐσίωται: 
bur ft is difficult for him always to walk, διὰ τὸ μὴ ἐν τῷ Badifeer 
οὐσιῶσϑαι (p. 687). So it is difficult for man to think continuously, 
as God does, because man's νόησις stands to his νοῦς as his walking 
does to his physical power—it is something which tends to sink 


δε 


--- 
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270 ἃ. 6. back into the potentiality (δύναμι) from which it springs ; shereat 


"7. 


God's winow is an ἐνέργεια ἄνευ δυνάμεων. Cf Themistius, vol & 
p. arr (cd. Spengel}—§ ἐλάγτωσιε αὐτῷ (6.6. τῷ ἀνθρωπίνῳ νῷ} wet 
τὸν θεῖον νοῦν οὐχ ὅτι μηδέποτε δύναται νοεῖν τὰ ἄδλα εἴδη, ἀλλ᾽ Ges μὲ 
συνεχῶν καὶ ἀεί, But in his own lower sphere—that of conduc, 
man ἴ able ἐνεργεῖν συνεχῶρ more easily and successfully. ‘The 
weakness of the individual is aided by the strength of the tact; 
the law of rectitude is embodied in the good men of the race, ané 
in the institutions which have held their ground, and does mt 
depend much for its actuality on the efforts of any single ind 
vidual. The efforts of the individual are rendered easier and sere 
continuous by the stimulation which they receive from an object 
which they have not themselves, with pain and weariness, to hold 
‘up in actuality. 


$6. συνεχεστέρα, ἡδεῖα οὖσα καθ᾽ αὐτήν] These words are tobe 
taken in connexion with οἴονταί re δεῖν ἡδέωφ ζῆν τὸν εὐδαίμονα ἃ, 4 
The μονώτης cannot well be εὐδαίμων on account of the difficalty 
(as explained in the foregoing note) of an approach im his case 
τὸ συνεχῶς ἐνεργεῖν. But, sustained by society, the individual ca 
make an approach to it. The words povdrp .. . ῥᾷον a 5, 6 have 
thus nothing directly to do with the statement οἴονταί τε δεῖν {ites 
ζῆν τὸν eBaipova, being rather an assertion of the general truth that 
εὐδαιμονία a8 a συνεχὴε ἐνέργεια requires (in man's case) friends sed 
society. But having thus almost parenthetically bit upon τὸ συνεχέν 
as distinctive of εὐδοιμονία, Aristotle then proceeds in regular course 
to point out that the requirement οἵονταί τε δεῖν ἥδέως (ἣν τὰν οὐδείς, 
stified by the Jaw that ‘his function, Avcause pleasant in 
be more continuous '—ewaitea γὰρ τὴν δνέργειαν ἢ οἰκία 
ἡδονὴ (x. δ. 2): and we are to understand that the pleasure of 
friendship contributes—a good friend making the good man take 
increased pleasure in his own πράξειε, 1 understand the ταῖς er 
ἀρετὴν πράξεσι ἃ. 9 to be not only those of the good man himseil 
but also those of his friend; and, although the passage (like other 
passages in this chapter) is somewhat confused (whether by the 
fault of Aristotle or his editors it is impossible to say), T do ποῖ 
think it necessary, with Ramsauer, to bracket the words a. 8 ὦ γὰν 
σπουδαῖος σπουδαῖος... a. 11 λυπεῖται, They seem to be tirly 
enough suggested by ἡδεῖα οὖσα καθ᾽ airjp— The fumetion of the 
εὐδαίμων is (rudy pleasant—he rejoices or takes pleasure ἐπ τύγόνονς 


id 
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actions, his own and his friends’ Suscmihl places 1169 b. 33 1170». 7, 
ἦστε δὲ wai. 170 ἃ. ὃ μακάριον εἶναι after 1170 ἃ. 1 λυπεῖται. 


§ 1. ἄσκησίς τις τῆς ἀρετῆς] This consideration seems to owe a 11. 
at least the form in which it is presented to the words ταῖς κατ᾽ 


ἀρετὴν πράξεσι in the passage a. 8 ὁ γάρ... a 11 Averinay, bracketed 
by Ramsauer, 


Θέογνις] ἢ 4. as quoted at the end of this book—do#éw μὲν γὰρ a 12. 
ἀπ᾽ toda (διδάξεοι, ἣν δὲ κακοῖσι | Ξυμμίσγῃε, ἀπολεῖς καὶ τὸν ἐόντα νόον): 
Gf, Menander’s φθείρουσιν ἤθη χρησϑ' ὁμιλίωι κακαί, 


φυσικώτερον) It is difficult to sec in what respect the enquiry a 18. 

contained in this section and the subsequent sections of the chapter 
is more ‘concrete’ (see note on vii, 3. 9, a. 24) than that in δὲ 5 
and 6, Hoth are concerned with the manipulation of abstract 
formulae; unless it be said that the second enquiry, by its use of 
the psychological terms αἴσθησις and νόησεν, is rendered more concrete. 
Tt must be admitted, however, that these terms are used in ἃ very 
abstract way. 


τὸ δὲ ζῆν... δυνάμει αἰσθήσεως) Cf. de An. il. 2. 413 Ὁ, τὸ δὲ we 
ἔφον διὰ τὴν αἴσθησιν πρώτων : of Ε΄ Ν. is 7. 12 and 13. 


αἰσθήσεως ἢ νοήσεως] Zell reads «ni which gives the sense which α. 17. 
ἢ must bear if retained; and there seems to be no ground for 
rejecting : of. de An. ii, 3, 414 Ὁ, τῷ νῦν δ' ἐπὶ τοσοῦτον διωρίσθω 
ἔτι τῶν ζῴων τοῖς ἔχουσιν ἀφὴν καὶ ὄρεξις ὑπάρχει περὶ δὲ φιωτασίαν 
ἄδηλον ὕστερον δ᾽ ἐπισκεπτέον. ἐνίοις δὲ πρὸς τούτοις ὑπάρχοι καὶ τὸ 
κατὰ τύπον κινητικόν" ἐτέροις δὲ κυὶ τὺ διανοητικὸν καὶ νοῦς, οἷον ἀνθρώποις 
καὶ εἶ τι τοιοῦτόν ἐστιν Frepor, ἣ καὶ τιμιώτερον. 


ἡ δὲ δύναμις εἷς τὴν ἐνέργειαν ἀνάγεται ‘a faculty results in a 
function.’ Fritzsche and Grant compare ἴω, @. 9, 1051 ἃ. 29 τὰ 
δυνάμει ὄντα elt ἐνέργειαν ἀναγόμενα εὑρίσκεται, 


τὸ δὲ κύριον ἐν τῇ ἐνεργείᾳ] ‘The reality is in the function; life, a. 18. 
then, in the real sense (evpias), is perceiving or thinking.” Ο Met. 
©. δ. 1048 a. 10, where it is said that the δύναμιν must be realised 
by a determining cause external to itself—aniyen dpa ὅτερον εἶναι τὸ 
κύριον, and Met. Θ. 8, in which it is laid down that ἐνέργεια is prior to 
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1170 a. 18, δύναμις both λόγῳ and τῇ οὐσίᾳ. The priority οὐσίᾳ is set forth thot 


8 


..34. 


1050 ἃ. 7 ἅπαν ἐπ᾽ ὀρχὴν βαδίζοι τὸ γινόμενον καὶ réhos. ἀρχὴ γὰρ τὺ οἱ 
ἔνοκα" τοῦ τέλους δὲ ἔνεκα ἡ γένεσιε. τέλος δὲ ἢ ἐνέργεια, καὶ τοῦτον xe 
ἡ δύναμις λαμβάνετοι, οὗ γὰρ fra ὄψιν ἔχωσιν ὁρῶσι τὰ fu, ἀλλ᾽ ὄνον 
ὁρῶσιν ὄψω ἔχουσιν. 


τὸ δὲ Liv ... ἢ 8, a. 25 φανερώτερον] ‘This is a very confined 
passage, which Ramsauer proposes to mend by omitting the haf 
of it—viz, from διόπερ a. 29 to φανερώτερον a. 46 : Inilred he 
practically recommends the omission of the whole of it, for be 
suspects the clause ὡρισμένον γάρ 2,20... φύσεως ἃ, at, Weaving 
only τὸ δὲ ζῆν τῶν Kad” αὑτὸ ἀγαθῶν {καὶ ἡδέων), τὸ δὲ τῇ φύσα dete 
καὶ τῷ ἐπιεικεῖ, Of course the argument which proceeds from the 
beginning of § 9 would not suffer if the whole passage, τὸ ὧν 
Ὁ. τὸ 25 Φονερώτερον, were omitted, for the parenthesis her 
δὲ καὶ a. 26... 8. 29 ζωή contains all of material importance thit 
would be thus lost ; and indeed, by making τὸ πάνταν δρόγεσθαι a, 
wai μήλιστα τοὺς ἐπιεικεῖς καὶ μαεαρίους ἃ σημεῖον οἵ τὸ εἶναι αὐτὸ τὸ ἵν 
ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἡδύ, puts the matter much more clearly than it is put ἰξι 
§ 7, where the corresponding τὸ δὲ τῇ φύσει ἀγαθὸν καὶ τῷ devel 
διόπερ Zone πῆσιν Hdd εἶναι appears as a deduction from τὸ δὲ ζῆν τῶν 
raf αὑτὸ ἀγαθῶν καὶ ἡδέων. Notwithstanding all this, Γ cansot bing 
myself to think that the passage, with its references to τὸ dperpine 
and to λύπῃ, ought to be omitted, ‘These references are not of 
material importance to the argument, but are just such as my 
naturally be made in passing without interrupting it. 


ὡρισμένον] Cf LN. il. 6. Life is unthinkable except δὲ 
the realisation of définife forms and functions, 


§ 8, οὐ δεῖ δὲ... Adwous] When we say thar life is nasurally 
good, because ‘definite,’ and naturally pleasant, we must remember 
that vice and pain make it ‘indefinite’ and bad, and that they 
connect it with bad pleasures—for ai? men, not only good men, 
find life plersan¢—with the pleasures of excessive 

of relief from pain. 


ἂν τοῖς ἐχομένοις δὲ περὶ τῆς λύπης ἔσται φανερώτερον] Grant 


says—' This must be after all (see νοὶ, i. p. 49), undoubtedly an 
interpolation. The editor probably had in his mind ἃ confused 


al 
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reference to x. 3. 2.’ Ramsauver urges that there is nothing in 11700.24. 


x about pain being ἀόριστος, It may be replied that there are 
frequent references to pain in x; and that indeed the promise 
made here does not pledge Aristotle to speak more fully of 
pain being dépwror: moreover the epithet ἀόριστον used here 
applies to the μοχθηρὰ καὶ διεφθαρμένη ζωῇ as well as to that ἐν 
λύποις, Vice with its pleasures destroys the ἀρχή or λόγον of 
man’s nature, and makes it chaotic—édperos: similarly, pain 
distorts it; although here we do not attach blame; οὐ £2. iii. 
$2, 2 καὶ ἡ μὲν λύπη ἐξίστησι καὶ φθείροι τὴν τοῦ ἔχοντον φύσιν. 


§§ 9,101] The apodosis of the sentence εἰ δ' αὐτό κατὰ. begins α. 86. 


with οὕτω Ὁ, 8, See the notes of Fritzsche, Michelet, and Grant: 
of. also § 10 b. τα εἰ δὴ τῷ μακαρίῳ... b. 17 y—a sentence which 
epitomises the sense, and reproduces in skeleton the grammatical 
construction of the more diffuse reasoning which precedes. The 
apodosis of this sentence begins with κἂν ὁ φίλος b, τό. 


$0. ὁ 8 ὁρῶν ὅτι δρᾷ αἰσθάνεται] Cf de An. iii. 2. 425 b. 12 0 20. 


dra ¥ αἰσθανόμεθα ὅτι ὁρῶμεν καὶ ἀκούομεν, ἀνάγεη ἢ τῇ ὄψει αἰσθάνεσθαι 
Gre ἐρᾷ, ἢ ἑτέρᾳ. ἀλλ᾽ ἡ αὐτὴ ἧσται rie ὄψεως καὶ τοῦ ὑποκειμένου 

ὥστε ἢ δύο τοῦ αὐτοῦ ἔσονται ἢ αὐτὴ αὑτῆς. ἔτι δ᾽ εἰ καὶ 
“πάρα εἴη ἡ τῆς ὄψεωε αἴσθησις, ἢ εἰς ἄπειρον εἶσιν ἢ αὐτή rie ἔσται αὑτῆς, 
Sor ἐπὶ τῆς πρώτης τοῦτο ποιητέον. See also de Somno ἃ. 455 ἃ. 15 
ἔστι δὲ ri καὶ κοινὴ δύνομιε ἀκολουθοῦσα πόσοις, ἢ καὶ ὅτι ὁρᾷ καὶ ἀκούει 
αἰσθάνεται οὐ γὰρ δὴ τῇ γε ὄψει ὁρᾷ ὅτι ὁ see Edwin Wallace's 
Aristell’s Psychology, note on de An. iii, 2. 425 δ, 12, and 
Tatroduction § ix, ‘common or central sense ’— especially his 
excellent remarks on pp. Ixxxi~ii, where he reconciles the passage 
in de Somno 2, 448. % 15 with de An. ii, 2. 425 Ὁ. x2: ‘unless,’ 
he says, ‘we are prepared to credit Aristotle with a wonderful 
amount of Inconsistency we must regard the one passage as 
illustrative of the other. So taking them we cannot but allow that 
if Aristotle asserts in the one passage “it is not by sight mind 
sees that it sees,” and in the other passa writes “ sight perceives 
that it perceives,” he is using sight in the former passage as the 
mere particular organ, whereas in the other it is identified with 
that original faculty of sense which serves as basis to the whole 
system of the senses. The consciousness of sense-perception is 
then, we may conclude, an attribute of that same central sense 
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2170 4.30. which enabled us to compare and distinguish the differest reports 


transmitted by our isolated senses. The two fanctions are iz 
fact but different aspects of one and the same process; for the 
comparison of the reports of sense involves as its | 

the conscious recognition of them as our own, the faculty, in ceher 
words, of holding them before the mind.” 

In seeing, hearing, walking, etc., a man is conscious of himseli— 
of his own existence: ‘he perceives that Ae sees, hears, eit! 
This perception of self, however, would hardly be possible to 
man if his only objects of experience were his own sensatioos 
In that case the sensation and the perception of the sensation 
as Ars sensation would coalesce, as they practically do, we my 
suppose, in the experience of the lower animals, or of most of the 
lower animals. Even his experience of his own ecfions would 
‘be accompanied by only a dim consciousness of a self distinguished 
from them, But man is not confined to his own actions. He has 
a ‘sympathetic consciousness" of the actions of his friend—f 
actions which are still in a sense ‘his own’ (for his friend is ἃ 
repos αὐτόφ), and yet are not in such « wey is GWA See 
it difficult for him to distinguish ‘himself’ from them, The 
distinction between ‘himself’ and ‘his friend’ (for his friend δὲ. 
ἕτερος airés) helps him to the distinction between ‘himself’ and 
‘his own sensations and actions.’ In other words—it is in the 
consciousness of the existence of another that a man becomes truly 
conscious of himself. τὸ αἰσθάνεσθαι αὑτοῦ dyabed ὄντος Ὁ. 9 cannot 
be realised apart from τὸ συναισθάνεσθαι καὶ τοῦ φίλαν ὅτι ἔσταν by τὸ. 
Man is distinguished from the brutes by the mental distance, a it 
were, at which he places his sensations and actions He stands 
behind them and observes them; but this he does becamse he is 
ἃ social being; because he can recognise, and takes pleasure i= 
the recognition of, acts, thoughts, and feelings, not *his own” bat 
‘ like his own! 

‘There can be no doubt that the term συναισθάνεσθαι, as employed 


in §§ 9 and 10, is intended to be accurately distinguished from 
αἰσθάνεσθαι. The term αἰσθάνεσθαι marks a man’s consciousness 


of his own life; συνωισθάνεσθαν his consciousness of his friend's 


1 The two terms are carefully distinguished ia Α΄. 2. I 19. 444. as 
λαβοῦσι τί τὸ (ἣν τὸ war! pet's . parte alee “ 
καὶ τὸ γνωρίζειν, Gore καὶ τὸ σνζῆν τὸ συναισθάνεσθαι καὶ τὸ σνγγγωρίζειν ἑστία. 


= 


be 
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life—his ‘sympathetic consciousness’ of his friend's existence, 
as Grant well puts it. Where the term συναισθάνεσθαι occurs in 
§ 10, b. 10, this is clearly its meaning: but σνυναισθανόμενοι at the 
end of § 9, b. 4, in its present context secms to describe merely the 
consciousness which the individual has of his own life, and to be 
equivalent to the simple αἰσθανόμενοι : hence Ramsauer is of opinion 
that it is employed after the analogy of ἑαυτῷ συνειδέναι, and stands 
for éavrois συνωισθανόμενοι τοῦ καθ' αὑτὸ dyaboo—z, ¢, ' being conscious 
of...’ Consistently with this view he remarks that συναισθάνεσθαι 
in the next § is used in a different sense. But is it likely thar 
συναιοθανόμενοι Ὁ, 4 has a different sense from συρωισϑόνεσθων Ὁ. ΕΣ 
Perhaps something has dropped out before συροισϑανόμενοι b. 
which served to make the transition from the individual's ἀερ 
αἰσθάνεσθαι of himself to his συναισθάνεσθαι of his alter ego. The 
words αἱρετὸν δὲ b. 3... b. 4 καὶ ἡδύ (which Ramsauer brackets) 
certainly do not serve to make the necessary transition, but may 
perhaps be a fragment of the lost passage, τοῖς ὠγαθοῖς being the 
good friends required as the subjects of συναισθανόμενοι. 1 am 
more inclined, however, to think that συνοισθανόμενοι γὰρ τοῦ Ka? αὐτὸ 
ἀγαϑοῦ is an interpolation ; for the words ὡς δὲ mpér Ὁ, §---b. 7 
Fidor ἐστίν seem to be written as if nothing had been said before 
to justify the transition from αἰσθάνεσθαι to συναισθάνεσθαι, a circum: 
stance which makes it difficult to suppose that the ἀγαθοί, regarded 
not as separate individuals, but as συζῶντεν, are the subjects of 
συναισϑανόμενοι Ὁ. 4. 

Bywater (Condrib. p. 65) explains his reading a, 3x ὥστε ἂν αἰσθανὼ- 
μεϑ', ὅτι αἰσθανόμεθα, κἂν νοῶμεν, ὅτι voodpey (Bekker has ὥστε αἱσδανοίμεδ' 
ἂν ὅτι αἱσθανόμεθα, καὶ νοοῖμεν ὅτι νουῦμεν) by saying * it would be strange 
indeed if, with αἰσθάνεσθαι ὅτι νοοῦμεν in the immediate context, 
he lapsed into different language in 1. 32 and said, what the 
vulgate makes him say, νοεῖν ὅτι νουῦμεν.᾽ 


$10. ἐν τῷ συζῆν καὶ κοινωνεῖν λόγων καὶ διανοίας} C/: Pol. ii. 5. b. 


χ28ο Ὁ, 29 Φανερὸν τοίνυν, ὅτε ἡ πόλις οὐκ ἔστι κοινωνία τόπον καὶ τοῦ 
μὴ ἀδικεῖν σφᾶς αὐτοὺς καὶ τῆς μεταδόσεως χάριν͵ ἀλλὰ ταῦτα μὲν ἀναγεαῖον. 
ὑπάρχειν, εἶπερ Zora πόλιν, οὐ μὴν οὐδ᾽ ὑπαρχύντων τυύτων ἁπάντων ἤδη 


ΟΥ 1245 B. a1 ἐνδεχομένον γὰρ πολλοῖε συζὴν ἅμα καὶ συναισθάνεσθαι ds πλεὶ- 
irae tpetrarer “πὰ δὲ χολινέτειον, ἐν ἰλάττεσιν deg τὸν ἐνέργκαν τῆν 
συναισθήσεως εἶναι. 


170 ..30, 
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1170 b 11. πόλις, DAN’ ἡ τοῦ εὖ ζῆν κοινωνία καὶ ταῖς οἰκίαις καὶ τοῖς γόνεσε ζωΐε 


τελείας χάριν «αὶ αὐτάρκουε. ube Tore μέντοι τοῦτο μὴ τὸν αὑτὸν κεἰ 
ἔνα, κατοικούντων τόπον καὶ χρωμένων ἐπεγαμίαιτ Bub κηδεῖαί τ᾽ Sylver 
κατὰ τὰν dex «οὐ φρατρία, καὶ ϑυσίωι «οἱ διαγωγοὶ τοῦ συζῷν" τὸ Ναὶ 
τοιοῦτον φιλίας ἔργον" i γὰρ τοῦ συζῆν προαίρεσις φιλία. hoe μὲν «ἂν 
πόλεωε τὸ εὖ ζῆν, ταῦτα δὲ τοῦ τέλους χάριν' πόλις δὲ ἡ γερῶν καὶ κωμῶν 
«οἰνωνία ζωῆς τελείαν καὶ αὐτάρκονε χάριν. τοῦνο δ' ἐστίν, ὧν φαμέν, τὴ 
ζῆν εὐδαιμόνως καὶ καλῶς, τῶν κολῶν ἄρα πράξεων χάριν θετέον εἶναι τὴν 
πολιτιεὴν κοινωνίαν, ἄλλ᾽ οὐ τοῦ συζῆν. 


CHAPTER X. 
Aroummnt. 


Should a man try to have av indefinitely great number of friends, or mnt 
he viru the Hine somewhere in the muouber of his frien, as im the mnembor ef 
Ais guests? ΑΙ regards useful friends, he must certainly drew the tine at the 
number which he finds useful te have more i to Burden himself toith the duty 
of recompencing supernumeraries, and hinders the tife of noble acthom. «ὧν ἂν 
friend: for plearure—a fee will be enough, like a little sweetening tm fool. 
‘But what shall we say about the number of friends choiem because they are piel 
men? Here again there are limits, The circle of true fricadehip, δὲν the 
City, must not be too large or too small. Hie extent camiiat be accurately 
any more than the rise of a chy; it παρέεν according to nae 
definite linits, This ts the senze in which its extent is definite, 
may say that it ought ἐν include as many ax ἐξ ὧν possible to tise ow μάνας 
terms with 7 but, plainly, a man cannot tive om intimate terms δὰ, and 
distribute himself among, many: further, one's friends meuct be friend 
also to one another, if ait are te meet im omd's company: 
aud it is a difficult matter to get many people to be ths all γένια sem 
another, Again, it ἐν hard to make the joys and sorrows of many peaple eres 
own, for one sould often have to sympathise with the pleasure 
the distress of that friend at the tame time, So Lo ee 
have a great many friends, but to limit oneself to the mumber: 
up a circle of intimate friend, for it ἐν impossible ἐν be om Grief 
Sricwdihip with many, as it is imporzible to be in lowe with many, Wherever 
friendship is strong it ἐν for few: take far example the γ ποτα of eotraes 
—it docs not extend to many; and the fawour caver of # are hetwerm tome. 
Those who have many friemts, ond treat everphody they eset aa * Aly dear 
Friend,’ are recognised to be nobody's friends, Their friemdsbip, if ἐν έν. 


| 
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SRip at all some pospie call it farming complaisence—is friewbAip ἐπ the 
sense in which wo speak of a man's ' friendship" for his felleweltbvens. A man 
may indeed have many citisen ‘friends; without being chargeable with over 
complatsance—nay, a truly good man may hase many ‘friends* of this sort ; 
Aut it ts impossible to have wiany friends of the sort who are chosen for their goods 
sett, that ir.for themselves, We wust be satisfied if we have boem able to fod 
even a very fete fricnds of this sort, 


$1. μήτε πολύξεινος κτλ] Hesiod. ἔργ. m ip. 660. 


$2.) ‘This section may be said to retract upon further con-». 38. 


sideration what was admitted ZA. viii, 6. 3-- διὰ τὸ χρήσιμον δὲ καὶ 
τὸ ἡδὺ πολλοῖε ἠρέσκειν ἐνδέχεται" πολλοὶ γὰρ οἱ τοιοῦτοι, καὶ ἐν ὀλίγῳ 
χρόνῳ αἱ ὑπηρευΐαι᾽ (Grant). 


6 βίος] may be ‘thelr means,’ which seems to be the view of ν, 36, 


Mich. Eph., who has Bios γὰρ καὶ περιονσία ἑνὸς οὐχ ἱκανὴ οὕτω πολλοῖς 
ὑπηρετεῖν: but the more ordinary sense of the word ἴβ, 1 think, 
je. 


ἢ 3. ὥσπερ πόλεως} Ο Pol. τ. 4. 1326 a. 9 qq. οἴονται μὲν οὖν Ὁ. 80. 


οἱ πλεῖστοι προσήκειν μεγάλην εἶναι τὴν εὐδαίμονα πόλιν εἰ δὲ τοῦτ᾽ ἀληθές, 
ἀγνοοῦσι ποία μεγάλη καὶ ποία μικρὰ πόλιε᾽ κατ᾽ ἀριθμοῦ γὰρ πλῆθος τῶν. 
ἐνοικούντων κρίνυυσι τὴν μεγάλην, δεῖ δὲ μᾶλλον μὴ εἴς τὸ πλῆϑοι, εἰς 
δὲ δύναμιν ἀποβλέπειν, ἔστι γάρ τι καὶ πόλεως ἔργον' ὥστε τὴν δυναμένην 
τοῦτο μάλιστ᾽ ἀποτελεῖν, ταύτην οἰητέον εἶναι μεγίστην «.΄. ἐξ He δὲ 
βάναυσοι μὲν ἐξέρχονται πολλοὶ τὸν ἀριθμόν, ὁπλῖται δὲ ὀλίγοι, ταύτην, 
ἀδύνατον elvan μεγάλην" οὐ γὰρ ταὐτὸν μεγάλῃ τε πόλιν κοὶ πολυάνθρωπον" 
ἀλλὰ μὴν καὶ τοῦτό γε ἐκ τῶν ἔργων φανερὸν ὅτι χαλεπόν, ἴσως δ᾽ 
ἀδύνατον εὐνομεῖσθαι τὴν λίαν πολυάνθρωπον ««. ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ πύλις ἡ 
μὲν ἐξ δλίγων λίαν οὐκ αὐτάρκην' ἡ δὲ ἐκ πολλῶν ἄγαν ἐν μὲν τοῖε ἀναγ- 
καΐοις αὐτάρκης, ὥσπερ ἔθνος, ἄλλ᾽ οὐ mods" πολιτείαν γὰρ od ῥᾷδιον 
ὑπάρχειν... 8d πρώτην μὲν εἶναι πόλιν ἀναγκυῖον τὴν ἐκ τοσούτου 
πλήθους ὁ πρῶτον πλῆθος οὕταρκες πρὸς τὸ εὖ ζῆν ἐστὶ κατὰ τὴν 
πολιτικὴν covwvian . . . δῆλον τοίνυν ὧς οὗτό ἐστι πόλεως ὅρος ἄριστος, ἡ 
μεγίστῃ τοῦ πλήθους ὑπερβολὴ πρὸς αὐτάρκειαν ζωῆς εὐσύνοπτον, The 
State is an organism, and like all other organiems must observe 
definite limits. As realising τὸ καλόν, however, it must be on as 
great a scale as is consistent with order—asee Poet. 7. 1450 Ὁ. 36 
τὸ yip καλὸν ἐν μεγέθει καὶ τύξει ἐστί: Pol, H, 4.1326 0.29 ὁ yap 
νόμος τάξιε τίν ἐστι, καὶ τὴν εὐνομίαν ἀναγκοῖον εὐταξίαν εἶναι" ὁ δὲ 
Δίων ὑπερβάλλων ἀριθμὸς οὐ δύναται μετέχειν τάξεων θείωε γὰρ δὴ τοῦτο 


2270 b. 90. 


Ὁ, 8. 


ν. 92, 


71 α, 8, 
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ϑυνώμεων ἔργον, Gru καὶ τόδε συνέχει τὸ πᾶν ἐπὴὰ τό γε καλὸν ἦν 
πλήθει καὶ μεγέθει εἴωθε γίνεσθαι" διὸ καὶ πάλιε, ἧε μιτὰ μεγέθους 6 
λεχθὲν ὅρος ὑπάρχει ταύτην εἶναι καλλίστην ἀναγκαῖον, GAN’ ἔστε τὰ ead 
πόλεσι μεγέθους μέτρον, ὥσπερ καὶ τῶν ἄλλων mirror, Ugur, φυνῶν, 
ὀργάνων. eal γὰρ τούτων ἕκαστον οὔτε Nay μιαρὸν οὔτε κατὰ μόγοδοι 
ὑπερβάλλαν ἕξει τὴν αὑτοῦ δύναμιν «τὰ, Similarly, the friendly circle 
is of the nature of an organism, and cannot include an indefinite 
number of persons. 


οὔτε γὰρ ἐκ δέκα ἀνθρώπων xd.) Plato, ina passage in which 
he is concerned with the logical analysis of the present conditions 
of society, rather than with the natural history of the origin and 
growth of society, says, «ty δ᾽ ἂν i ye ἀναγκαιοτάτη πόλιε ἐκ τεττάρων ἢ 
πέντε ἀνδρῶν Rep. 369 D. 

οὔτ᾽ ἐκ δέκα μυριάδων] Cf Pol. iii. 2.1276 a. 28 παβυλὼν. 
ἥτις ἔχει περιγραφὴν μᾶλλον ἔθνους ἢ πόλεως «rd. " This extremely 
limited idea of the size of a state,’ says Grant, ‘is based on the 
Greek notion that each citizen must personally take part in 
the administration of affairs. On this hypothesis, a state comsisting 
of a hundred thousand citizens might easily appear unwieldy.” 

According to the allegation of the 4oo in Thue, viii. 7a, de 
actual attendance at the Athenian Assembly always fell short of 
gooo, Grote (Hist of Greece, Part 2, ch. 2, Yoh Ye P. 392 noket 
ed. 1862) remarks on this—‘ That #0 Assembly had ever been 
attended by so many a8 5000 (οὐδεπώποτε) 1 certainly am far fom 
believing. It is not improbable, however, that 5000 was an 
unusually large number of citizens to attend.’ Xenophon (Afen 
iii. 6. 14) tells us that the city of Athens consisted of more that 
10,000 houses—j μὲν πόλις ἐκ πλειόνων ἢ μυρίων οἴκεῶν συνέστησε, 
Boeck (Staatshaush. d. Ath.i. p. 43, quoted by Khner on Xen. 
Hem, ii. 6, 14) estimates the population of Athens (including the 
Piraeus) at 180,000—citizens, women, children, and slaves. 


τὸ δὲ ποσόν] ἐ ε. the size of the city, 


ἐδόκει) vill. 5. 3 οὐδὲν pip οὕτωε ἐστὶ φίλων doe τὸ συζῆν. 


8 4. ὅτι] Fritesche reads διότι with Kb; but & is to ὃς εἴς 
plained as a dittograph of the preceding ται, 


οὐχ οἷόν τε πολλοῖς συζῆν καὶ διανέμειν ἑαυτόν} Chi 7 $$ δ, 
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τὸ δ' αὔταρκες λέγομεν οὐκ αὐτῷ μόνῳ, τῷ ζῶντι βίον μονώτην, ἀλλὰ καὶ 17 9, 3, 


γονεῦσι καὶ τέκνοιε καὶ γυναιεὶ καὶ ὅλως τοῖν φίλοις καὶ πολίταιε, ἐπειδὴ 
Φύσει πολιτικὸν ὁ ἄνθρωπος, τούτων δὲ ληπτέοε Spor τιν’ ἐπεκτείνοντε 
γὰρ ἐπὶ rode γονεῖς «οὶ rode ἀπογόνουν καὶ τῶν φίλων τοὺρ φίλονε εἶσ 
ἄπειρον πρόεισιν. ἀλλὰ τοῦτο μὲν εἰσαῦθιε ἐπισκεπτέον. 


$5. οὐδὲ γὰρ ἐνδέχεσθαι... ἃ, 13. SAlyous] ‘For it would a 10. 
appear that it is not even possible to be ἃ great friend of many 
persons; and this for the same reason that (διόπερ---' candem 
ob causam ob quam,’ Ramsauer) it is impossible to be in love 
with several persons; for, as love, which may be described as 
an excessive friendship, is for one person, 50 (δή α. 13) great 
friendship (τὸ σφύδρα φίλον εἶνοι) is entertained towards @ fav.” 

As the ὑπερβολὴ φιλίαν limits itself to one, τὸ σφόδρα limits itself to 
afew. 


8 6. αἱ 8 ὑμνούμεναι] Mich. Eph, has—} τοῦ ᾿Αχιλλέως καὶ Πατρό- a. 18. 
ἄλου͵ ἡ τοῦ Πυλάδου καὶ "Ορέστου, 4 τοῦ Θησέωε καὶ Πειρίθου. Cf. 
Plotarch de amicorum multitudine 2 τὸ προσαγορεύειν ἑταῖρον, ὡς ἕτερον, 
οὐδέν ἔστιν ἄλλο πλὴν μέτρῳ φιλίαν τῇ δνάδι χρωμένων. 


πλὴν πολιτικῶς} ‘except in the sense in which fellow-citizens arc ἃ. 17. 
“friends."’ Mich, Eph. cautions us against referring οὖν καὶ 
καλοῦσιν dpéreovs 10 πολιτικῶς, the words πλὴν πολιτικῶς being a 
parenthesis, the subject of which is taken up in the next sentence— 
πολιτικῶν μὲν οὖν eA, a, 17, On πολιτικὴ φιλία see ix. 6. δὲ 2 
and 3. On the dpereoe see iv. 6. 9. 


Se ἀρετὴν δὲ καὶ δι᾽ αὐτούς) αὐτούς is Bywater’s reading for the 6. 19. 
αὑτούς of the codd. 1 think that δι᾽ αὐτούς is right here, while 
δὲ abrote is right in viii. 4. 2, a. 18: see note on that passage, 


owdrous) worthy of being loved δὲ αὐτούς, 5.30. 
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CHAPTER XI. 
Axouoest. 


We come rime te the question, Whether friends ave more mecded in 
or ἐπ adversity ; for they are songht ite beth—in aidversity, te render exsirtanst, 
und in prosperity, as assoctates and recipicats of demefcence, Well, oer arerwer 
ἐν that in adversity it is more mecemary ἀρ hace in 
adevrsity mie look aut for weeful fricnds ; but better 19 Baw friends ime pre 
Perity—Aance mien are anxious 10 dave scod fronds in prosperity, fir these are 
more worthy asvociates, and recipients of bemefcemce: mot but that the wiry 
presence of ends friends ix sweet in adversity, as well as in preuperity: fer thee 
‘who are in sorrow are lightened by their friends grbewing with theme-— whether 
they ave lightened because their friends take α there of the burden, ax it wert, 
or whether it is Because the sorroie 1 meade lest by the sevatuess of friemt” 
prescnce and by the thought of sympathetic grief, reed rot be disemessed here® the 
(fact, at any rate, is that she presence of friends lightens sorrem. Amd yet the 
‘swectners of their presence is a mixed secetnest, ΤῈΣ very right of ene's friead, 
expecially when one s in distress, is tdoed παρέ, and helps ome te restrite 
sorrow } for the sight and word of a friend give one courage, if the fetend have 
tact: he Brows one's disposition το cell, and the things which χύφε ome pleaoure 
or pain. On the other has, to see amcthicr tm pxim for orse's weiifertnmes ὧς 
fainfui. Everybody aveids being the case of faim te Air friends. Meme 
rleut-hearted natures shrink from moking their friends share Ἀπένι swith them, 
sinless some creat relief be thereby gained : indeed rach matures cannot exdure 
companions in lamentation, because they are not themselves givens fe famente~ 
tion. Lamentation they leave to weak women, and men ax weak, who delight 
fn it and fove as friends those who join with them im thebr déstress. fe te these 
stout-hearted restures that we ought to copy for τοῦ eught te αν, im ali Chimay, 
the better example. 

In prosperity, however, the presence of friends ζήσεν smectnese to the employ 
mens of leisure, and it ἐν sweet to think that they are weer te take Plemswere te 
one's well-being : wherefore it would seem right 10 be forward im calling tx 
one's friends te share one's prosperity, bul backward im caiting them im ἐν tabe 
fart in one's adverrity—' One for serrow is enough": but i they are ἐν be called 
ἐῶν in adversity, let ἐ be when, with a little trouble, they are Whely te de great 
g00d, On the other hand, a friend σας to come wmealied, where may 
be aided ; but, untess to help in carrying out some noble work, ought to be slew 
in coming where there ts prosperity.and good things are ts be enjeped= but here 
again ke must be careful mot t0 seem churlick tm rejecting adpamcer. 

Our conclusion then is, that the presence of friends is ἴαμα devirable, 


= | 
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$1. ἀναγκαιότερον par... κάλλιον δέ] In adversity ἃ man 171024, 
‘Struggles with matter which opposes itself to the form of his «Ba 
povia: in prosperity he realises the beautiful form without hindrance. 
In the former case friends are means—instruments by means of 
which he grapples with his difficulties; in the latter case they are 
ends—persons in whom the object of his contemplation, human 
nature as a rational system, is adequately represented. 


$2. ἡδεῖα καὶ ἐν ταῖς εὐτυχίαις καὶ ἐν ταῖς δυστυχίαι:] Bekker a. 28, 
omits the words καὶ ἐν ταῖς εὐτυχίαις. The authorities for their 
omission are Kb and CCC (CCC omits them In the text, and a Jater 
hand supplies them on the margin). They ought to be restored 
to the text: see Rassow, Horsch. pp. 67, 68. For dvorvylase LY, 
©», and Ald. give drvxia. 


βάρους] Victorius, followed by other editors, quotes Xen. λίγ. a. 31. 
ih. 7, χ Σωκράτης ᾿Αρίστορχόν more ὁρῶν σκυθρωπῶς ἔχοντα" ἔοικας, Edm, 
βαρέων φίρειν τι' χρὴ δὲ τοῦ βάρουε μεταδιδόναι τοῖς φίλοιο' ἴσως γὰρ dv 
τί σε ἡμεῖς κουφίσαιμεν, Fritzsche quotes N.'T. Gal, vi. 2 ἀλλῆλων 
τὸ βάρῃ βαστάζετε. 


ἢ τοῦτο μὲν οὗ, κτλ] Perhaps one’s friend does not relieve one 
of any part of the burden of one’s sorrow, but encourages one 
{παραμυδητικὺν γὰρ ὁ Φίλοι § 3) to bear the whole weight manfully. 


ξ 8. παραμεθητικὸν γὰρ ὁ φίλος καὶ τῇ ὄψει καὶ τῷ λόγῳ] Coracs, 5. 2. 
Michelet, and Fritzsche quote Eurip. Zon 732— 
εἶ τι τυγχάνοι κακόν, 
εἰς δμματ᾽ εὔνουν φωτὸν ἐμβλέψαι γλυκύ. 
Of Menander (apud Stob. Fr. iv. 65, ed, Meineke)— 
ἡδὺ ye φίλον λόγορ kori τοῖν λυπουμένοιε. 


ξ 4. κἂν μὴ ὑπερτείνῃ τῇ ἀλυπίᾳ] ‘unless there be a great 5. 7. 
balance of relicf’—otherwise expressed at the end of the next 
section, b. 19 Grav μέλλωσιν ὀλίγα ὀχληϑέντες μεγάλ᾽ αὐτὸν ὠφελήσειν. 

I cannot agree with the interpretation offered by Grant and most 
‘of the editors—* unless he (ἡ ε. ὁ ὀνδρώδηφ) be excessively impassive,” 
‘The change from the plural εὐλαβοῦνται b, 7 to the singular tero- 
μένετε Ὁ, 8 is awkward, but need not surprise us. Bywater suggests 
that the clause b. 6 διόπερ... δ, 7 αὐτοῖς should be placed after 


ϑρηνητικόε Ὁ. το. 
ξ δ. εὐεργετικόν] εὐεργιτητικέν given only by ΟΡ is accepted by v.16. 
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2171v.16. Bekker. The word is a ὅποξ εἰρημένον, All other MSS. recorded 


b.18. 


b, 33. 


b.a6. 


give εὐεργετεκάν, which is rightly restored to the text by Rassow 
(Forsch. ρ. 68). 


ἅλις ἐγὼ δυστυχῶν] The Paraph. says—é τρογῳδός φησισ. The 
words, however, do not occur in any extant play; and Rameauer 
is perhaps right in thinking that too much has been made of the 
Paraphrast’s remark, and that we have bere a common 
which it is not necessary to ascribe to a particular post. 
Eph. refers the words to Euripides, whose fir ὅχων τοῦ δυστυχῶν 
(Orest. 240) is quoted by the editors. 


§6. καὶ [τὸ μὴ ἀξιώσαντος] Rassow (Forsch. pp. 68, ἐφ) 
advocates ἀξιώσαντος the reading of Kb (and CCC) "This reading 
makes the τό (which is difficult with ἀξιώσανταρ, and is omitted by 
ΜΡ, and bracketed by Bywater, and gives place im Ald. 

quite natural, Bywater's suggestion, τό before εὖ weet δ, δε, 
ought, I think, to be accepted. 


διωθεῖσθαι] το. τὴν εὐπάθειαν, 


ΕἾ 


CHAPTER ΧΙ. 
Δεούμεντ. 


As sight is the sense dearest to lovers, being, above all other senses, 
and origin of their love ; 10, 0 spend their tives tngether ἐξ at 
JSriends 61 most choiteworthy, for friendship it communiva, Now, ara 
stands related to himself, το he stands related to Ais friend. The perception of 
his στῶν existence ix choiceworthy ; therefore the perception of Ais frien 
existence. This latter perception he realises in spending Bix life with tis 
Sriend. δὲ ἐγ natural, then, that he should seek to spend Ais life with Me 
friend, It follows that, in whatever a wean maker his existence te consist, te 
that Ae toh shes to spend his time with his foiend. Wherefore somespend thelt 
time in drinking together, others in gambling together, others practise athictics, 
or hunt, or study phitnophy toyether—alt, according ἐν their sorte, 
their day's together im the pursuits with which they identify their toes, 

Thus the friendihip of bad men is an evii thing, for thiy are wmstable, end 
share in things that are bad, bcoming evil and like te ene another : the friewl 
ship of the good és a good thing, and grew: with intercourse ; they become better 
by practice and mutual correction, being moulded to one amether"s taster, 


I 
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$1 ἡ 8 ἐνέργεια γίνεται αὐτῆς ἐν τῷ συζῆν] the. ἡ ἐνέργεια ἡ τῆν 171 Ὁ. 95. 
᾿αἰσδήσεως περὶ τὸν φίλον ὅτι ἔστιν, For αὐτῆς, restored to the text by 
Susernihl and Bywater, Bekker reads αὐτοῖν: airje is given by NC, 
and by corr, CCC. 


ξ 3. οἷς οἴονται συζῆν] ‘hace faciunt haecque inter se communi- 3173», 8. 
cant, quibus se arbitrantur communi vitae societate inter se copu- 

lari’ (Lambinus), T think that the words are corrupt. I suggest 

ἐν οἷ οἴονται εἶναι τὸ ζῆν. NC and Paris, 1853 have oft οἴονται ζῆν. 

‘The Paraph,, with οὕτω γὰρ συζῆν δυνατόν, seems to have had before 

him the blunder ds οἷόν re which appears in ΚΡ, 


ξ: 8. ἀβέβαιοι ὄντες] See viii. 8. 5. 20. 


ἀπομάττονται γὰρ wap’ ἀλλήλων οἷς ἀρέσκονται] Fritzsche quotes a. 12, 
Aristoph. Ranae 1040 sw ἡ ᾿μὴ φρὴν ἀπομαξαμίνη πολλὰς dperie 
ποίησε Τιατρόκλων Τεύκρων, and Alciphro Zp. ii. 64 ὁ waie ἐξ τὸ 
ἀκριβέστατον ἐξεμάξατο τὸν διδάσκολον, Mich. Eph. has droudrrovras 
γὰρ ἀπ᾽ ἀλλήλων καὶ ἐπισπῶντοι πρὸς ἑαντοὺς τὰ ἀλλήλων ἔργα. These 
examples of the use of ἀπομάττεσθοι, or ἐεμάττεσθαι, seem to me to 
support Ramsauer's remark—‘ ἀπομάττεσθαι παρά τινός re minus est 
“formam exprimere ἐσ aliquo ut ¢pistola obsignatur anulo,” quam 
“ea quae placent imitando (quasi digitis) apud se effingere.”'— 
+ For they copy from each other those traits which please them,” 
Grant's rendering—‘ For they take the stamp of one another in 
those things which they like ’—scarcely gives the exact force of 
ἀπομάττονται͵ or brings out the construction, which is ἀπομάττονται. 
{middle} παρ᾽ ἀλλήλων τοῦτα οἷε ἀρέσκονται. 


ἐσθλῶν μὲν γὰρ 2x’ ἐσθλά] Theognis: see above ix. 9, 7, a 12: 8. 18, 
quoted by Plato, Meno 95 D. 


YOR. tt. pd 


2172 ..10. 


a, 30. 
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CHAPTER L 


Agcumexr. 


Our wert suebeet ἐγ Fleassore —adwstiedly ἃ most important ame: far Flesvort 
tc inbred im ony mature: pleasure and fain ave the rudderbomds of eilwsation : 
there is nothing το important for morality, and consequently for the attaimwvent 
of the Happy Life, as learning to like and distite aright. 

The subject then must by no means be omitted, cepecdally as it is ome om soiih 
there it great difference of opinion > for some maintain thes Ploarure is the Chief 
Good, white others—twhether from conviction, or by way of βίον frasad (pirat 
may be remarked, are generally found cut, aud do herve tn the end— 


fra 
there ix nothing 30 useful as the plain truth)—meintein that ἂρ ἂν stderly 


dad, 


§ 1. περὶ ἡδονῆς] See Introductory Note to vii. 


συνῳκειῶσθωι} ‘to have an intimate connexion with our mature’ 
(Peters). Mich. Eph, has—oleeia τῇ φύσει ἡμῶν ἐστὶ καὶ dos oleciar 
ἅπαντες αἱρούμεθα καὶ διώκομεν. 


πρὸς τὴν τοῦ ἤθους ἀρετήν] Kb, ΜΡ, Nb, and Cambr, read ἀρχήν. 
Mich. Eph., however, seems to have bad ἀρετήν before lim. His 
note is—péyworov δή φησι κοὶ πρὸν τὴν τοῦ ἤϑουε ἀρετὴν τὸ xelonw οἷν 
δεῖ" ἤθονε ἀρετὴν εἰπὼν αὐτὴν τὴν dperiv be ad ἔλεγε, δακξ δὲ καὶ 
πρὸς τὴν τῆς Huis ἀρυτῆς κτῆσιν μέγιστα συντελεῖν τὸ χαίρειν ole δῖ 
ard. ΟἹ Plato, Legg. 653, and E. Δὲ ii. 3. ξξ t-4, also Pol. @. 5. 
1340 &. 14 8qq., Where the principle § δὲ ἀρετὴ wept τὸ alee ὀρᾶδε 
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οἱ φιλεῖν ναὶ μισεῖν is applied to determine the place of Music in 1178 α 91. 
education, and the kinds of music that are to be taught. 


ξ 3. ὑπὲρ δὲ τὸν τοιούτων] For ὑπέρτεπερί with gen. in the Evhics, a. 26. 
see notes on i, 5. 7, i. 6. 13, ili, 3. 2, iv. 2. 4. 


of pv... οἵ δέ] Eudoxus ... Speusippus. “In all probability,’ a 27. 
says Grant ad foc, ‘Aristotle here alludes immediately to two 
sections of the Platonists, (1) the party represented by Eudoxus, 
whose arguments are quoted; (2) that headed by Speusippus, 
whose antihedonistic arguments were contained in two books 
mentioned by Diogenes Lacrtius, under the titles περὶ ἡδονῇν a’ 
᾿Αρίστιππος α΄, and which are now passed under review. Under 
the class of those who “call pleasure the chief good,” Aristotle 
less directly refers to Aristippus, who, though he belonged to a 
bygone era, still lived in the pages of Plato’s Philebur, and in 
the book of Speusippus bearing his name.’ 

Ramsauer has a pertinent observation—that in the parallel 
passage vil, τι. g ol rayadiy ἡδονὴν λέγοντες are ποῖ mentioned, 
Mich. Eph. has a very interesting note here—Ettogor μὲν τὴν 
ἡδονὴν ταὐτὸν Gero τἀγοθῷ' εἰδικὴν γὰρ ἀρχὴν wat αἰτίαν πώτων τῶν 
ἀγαθῶν ἐτίθετο, ὧε οἱ τὰς ἰδίαν πρεσβεύοντει τὸ αὐτοζῷον τῶν ζῴων 
mi τὸ αὐτοῦν τῶν ὄντων καὶ τὸν αὐτοάνθρωπυν τῶν ἀνθρώπων καὶ τὸ 
αὐτοκάλλοε τῶν καλλῶν. According to this account the doctrine of 
Enudoxus concerning pleasure was a development of, or perhaps 
only another way of stating, Plato's doctrine of the ἰδέα τἀγαϑοῦ, 
Tf it was this, Aristotle is unfair to it when he insinuates (as 
he does below ch, 2. § 1) that it was a doctrine of mere hedonism 
fia the Cyrenaic sensc)—a doctrine which was not supposed 
to be so immoral in tendency as it really was, only on account 
of the temperate character of its author, Aristotle is too much 
inclined to criticise Plato and the Platonists aw pied de fa edie. 
Is his criticism of Eudoxus ἃ case in point? 


οἱ μὲν ἴσως πεπεισμένοι... of δέ] ‘Two classes of of ἐξ ἐναντίαν α, 20, 
κομιδῇ φαῦλον λέγοντεε. So the Paraph. 


διὸ Bay... μέσον] Cf ii φ. 5. ‘Aristotle does not approve of a. 92. 
this being done by means of a sacrifice of truth * (Grant), 


4 CF. the marginale in ΓΚ on |. 12. § (where see note) ἔλεγε γὰρ (6 KOdogor) 
τὴν ἡδονὴν ἐπέκεινα εἶναι πάντων τῶν ἀγαθῶν. 


pda 
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11728.98, ᾧἢὮ 3 τοῖς κατὰ τὴν alotyow] ‘palpable facts” (Peters). 
b.2 τοιαύτην) fe. ἀφετήν understood from ἀφιέμενον, Mich. 


μας --- λέγοντος τὴν ἡδονὴν φαύλην, εἶτα ἀποφαίνουτεε ἀγαθὴν fe tot 
ἐπιδιώκειν αἰτήν. The Paraph, has—é γὰρ ψέγων τὴν Gort afte 
ποτε ἐφιέμενος αὐτῆν, ἀποκλίνειν δοκεῖ πρὸς ᾿ 
τοὶ οὕτω δόξαν ἐντίθησι role δρῶσιν οὔ τινα ἡδονὴν ἀγοδὲν εἶναι, ἄλλ" 
ἁπλῶν ἅπασαν ἐποινῖσθοι" τὸ γὰρ διορίζειν eal διαιρεῖν ani τὸ μὲν ἀγοδὶν 
κρίνειν, ἐνδίχεσθοι δὲ ἄλλην φαύλην εἶνωι, οὐκ ἔστε τῶν πολλῶν aX’ 
ἅμα τε εἶδον τὸν νοῦν ὄχοντα ἡδονῇ τινὶ χαίροντα, eal πῶσαν ῥδονὴν ἀγοδῦν 
«αἱ αἱρετὸν φήθησαν εἶνοι, «αἱ οὕτως οὐ μόνον ἃ ἐβούλοντο οὐκ ἔσευσαν, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ τὴν ἀλήθειαν προσαπώλεσαν---ἰ. 6. they say without qeali- 
fication, by way of pious fraud, that all pleasure is bad ; but when 
they are seen to seek some pleasures, they are thought to imtimate 
that all pleasure is good. They thus not only fail to get people 
to enter into thelr pions frand—to believe the general 

‘all pleasure is bad’—but they also discredit the particular 
Proposition ‘some pleasures are bad,’ which, as their own actions 
show, is what they really believe to be true, and wish people 
to act upon. It would have been wiser to say at first that 
pleasures are bad'—to distinguish for the benefit of those 
unable to distinguish for themselves, generalise hastily from 
For ὧν τοιαύτην Ald., NC, Paris. 1853, and B* read ὡς οὖ τοιαύτην 
(= γυστήν). 


ἑ 
" 
t 
t 
e 


$4] But a distinction which is consonant with ὄμγα is of 
great practical use to those who understand it (τοὺς owrsierer); 
of course, only those can understand moral distinctions placed 
before them, who have had the preliminary moral training insisted 
on in &. Ni in 4.6 διὸ δεῖ τοῖς TWeow ἦχϑωι καλῶς τὸν sel 
κηλῶν καὶ δικαίων cal ὅλως τῶν πολιτικῶν ἀκουσόμεναν ἱκανῶς, ΜΉΘ 
such moral training no one can display the σύνεσις which consists 
ἐν τῷ χρῆσθοι τῇ δόξῃ ἐπὶ τὸ κρίνειν περὶ τούτων περὶ ὧν ἡ φράνηοίε 
ἐστιν, ἄλλου λέγοντος, καὶ κρίνειν καλῶς (EN. vi το. 3. Tt is in 
connexion with the doctrine of σύνεσις thus laid down that we 
must understand the expression rody συνιόντος in the present 
passage. For the practical value of λόγοι, or γοῶσες, 
who have received good moral training, see mote on i, 3. 7— 
τοῖε δὲ nord λόγον nite ὀρέξειε ποιουμένοις καὶ πράττουσι αφλνωφαλῆς or 


iy τὸ περὶ τούτων εἰδέναι, 


i 
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CHAPTER I. 
ARGUMENT. 


Enaiorus thought that Picasre was the Chief Goad, (1) because all creatures, 
rational and irrational, pursue it (his dactrane was accepted as true, mot τὸ ταμίαν 
om itt own merits, ἂν because it came from one whe, being very temperate, wad 
supposed to take an impartial view of Pleasure) ν (2) decane all creatures avoid 
its contrary, Pain, Further, he argued that no one asks why Pleacwre ἐν 
disirable ; and that added το any goad thing, ©. δ. the performance of fustice i 
maker that gout thing better. Air last argument, we may say in passing, 
frevet thet Pleasure is x good thing, but mot that it it the good—indeed 
Ὧι is the sort of argument that Plats employs to show that Pleasure és not the 
Chief Goot—the Chief Goed, he argues, cannot δε enhanced by the addition of 
any other goot, and Pleasure with Wisdom ἐλ better than Plearure without 
Wistom. 


Those who meet Eudosus with the objection—that what all purine is not good, 
commit thenscloes to an wntenable position, What ail purrwe raust be ον: 
‘what all retional beings pursue ; and cven the irrational createres 

fare divinely impelled to seek after their own goed. 

Nor is there any force 1m the objection raised against the argument whic 
Euudoxws dratws from the wriversal avoidance af Pain, the contrary of Pleasure, 
‘The objection is that it does not follow feom Pain beirer evil, that Pleasur 
good ; for evit may be opposed ἐν evil, and beth evils to that which is newsrat? 
This formula of opposition és all very well as a formula, but ἐ ἐν mot applicable 
te Pleasure and Pain > for if both were evil, we should find both avoided ; {Γ᾽ 
Soh wore meniral we ehould find neither avoided, or both avoided alike ; 
wehercas we sce Plainly What men avoid the one az evil, and seek the other as 


$1. EdBofes] of Cnidus, onc of Plato's disciples, a celebrated 1172 v. 9. 


astronomer, mentioned in Ae a.8 as the author of a theory 
of the motions of the heavenly bodies, which is described; and 
in Met, A. 9.991 a. 15, a8 holding the view that the ideas are 
mixed in sensible things, like the ὁμοιομερῇ of Anaxagoras—</. 
Alex. ad doc. (p. 72. 4) καὶ Εὔδοξος τῶν MAdrovos γνωρίμων μίξει τῶν 
Ἰδεῶν ἐν τοῖε πρὸς αὐτὰν τὸ εἶνω ἔχουσιν ἡγεῖτο ἕκαστον εἶναι: of which 
view he proceeds to give the refutation contained in the sscond 
Book of Aristotle's περὶ ἰδεῶν, but omitted in the Metaphysics: see 
Alex. Me. 73. 11 (cd. Bonitz). Eudoxus’ theory of pleasure, 


1172 5.9. 


b.15. 


Ὁ, 20, 


b. 25. 
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discussed here, has already been mentioned £. 1V-i. 12. δ, on whith 
‘see note. 

Spengel (Arist. Stud. i, Nic. Eth. pp. 218, 2¢9) and Ramsaucr 
complain, unnecessarily I think, of the confused manner in whith 
the argument of Eudoxus is here prevented. 


διὰ τὴν τοῦ ἤϑους ἀρετήν] Grant sees in this ‘a pleasing reference 
to the personal character of Eudoxus’: but see note σὰ ἃ. I+ 
2,0. 27. 


ξ 9. ὁμοίως} ἡ δ, κοδ' αὑτὸ πᾶσιν (Ramsauer). 
ὃ μὴ δι᾽ ἕτερον μηδ᾽ ἑτέρου χάριν] The latter of these expressions 


seems to be added merely as an alternative for the former. They 
seem to have exactly the same meaning, 


αὔξεσθαι 86] Bekker reads καὶ αὔξεσθαι δή, ΚΡ and L» omit eet 
Rameauer, Susemihl, and Bywater read αὔξεσθαι δέ, the δέ being 
Ramsauer’s conjecture for the δή of the codd. Spengel (γέ. 
Stud. 218) asks with some force—How could Eudoxus, who 
wished to prove that ἡδονή is τἀγαθόν, have used this argament 
as Aristotle here (§ 3) understands it? What Eudoxus really 
meant, Spengel thinks, was something very different—viz, Whea 
ἡδονή is added to any good thing however small, that good thing 
surpasses all other good things however great, to which ἥδονῇ is mot 
added. That which can thus enhance the smallest good above 
the greatest, must itself stand higher than the greatest—must be, 
in short, τἀγαθόν, This view of the relation of Ser to he 
attributed to Eudoxus by Spengel, agrees substantially with 
account of his theory given by Mich, Eph, (see note on 2.4. ae 1. 
2), and with the marginal commentary on i. 12. § in L® (see note 
ad loc.) ἔλεγε γὰρ τὴν ἡδονὴν ἐπέκεινα εἶναι πάντων τῶν ἀγαθῶν 

8.8. Πλάτων] See PArlebus 60 D, E, where it is shown that the 
bestlife for man is ὁ μικτὸς βίοε ἡδονῆς τε καὶ φρονήσεψε. 

οὐδενὸς γὰρ προστεθέντος καλῇ ‘For the highest good 
not made better by the canléon ot pole For αὐτῷ. Re lee 
it would seem) gives αὐτό preferred by Bekker and Susemihl 


§ 4 τί οὖν ἐστὶ τοιοῦτον «,τἈ.} ‘What good is there, then, whieh: 
is thus incapable of addition, and at the same time such a5 men cam 
participate in it?’ (Peters.) 


= 
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οἱ δ᾽ ἐνιστάμενοι κιτλ]ῦ Those who bring against the first 1172», 36. 
argument of Eudoxus the objection, or ἔνστασις (Am. Prior. ii. 26, 
69 & 37 ἔνστασις δ΄ ἐστὶ πρότασις προτάσει ἐναντία), that ‘what all 
seek is not good,’ commit themselves to an untenable position 
in Aristotle's opinion; ἃ γὰρ πᾶσι δοκεῖ, ταῦτ᾽ εἶναί apw—securus 
judicat orlis terrarum, "Their troraow is πορόδοξον, and, as such, 
is dialectically inadmissible, dialectic admitting only ἔνδοξα, save 
when the paradoxes are those of great philosophers (ééras); as for 
the paradoxes of ordinary men, it would be silly to pay attention to 
them—T7op.i. ταὶ 104 Ὁ. 22 τὸ γὰρ τοῦ τυχόντος ἐναντία ταῖς δόξαις 
ἀποφηνομένον φροντίζειν εὔηϑει. 


ὀρέγεται] Bekker’s ὠρέγετο is the reading of LY, Paris. 1853, 1178 α. 3, 
and apparently of Mich. Eph. and the Paraph. All other authori- 
ties (including CCC, Cambr., B', Β5, Β᾽ have dpéyeras, adopted by 
Bywater, For εἰ in this line and in the next, we perhaps ought 
to follow Michelet in reading j. 


αὐτῶν] Cambr. has αὐτῆε. a3 


ἣν ἄν τι λεγόμενον] Bekker's τό before λεγόμενον is omitted by KY, 
ΤᾺ, MY, Ob, Cambr,, NC, Paris, 1853, B?. 


φαύλοις] the ‘inferior,’ or irrational animals—ra ἀνόητα, a4 


ἔστι τι φυσικὸν ἀγαθόν] Susemihl, following Thurot, brackets 
ἀγοθάν, and Bywater’s note is—‘ Ψυσικὸν dyad fort, secludenda.” 
I think that it is likely that both words come from the margin. 


ποῦ οἰκείου ἀγαθοῦ] ‘their proper good’ (Peters): fe. when a δ, 
they seem to be indulging merely their own caprices, as individuals, 
they ure really maintaining the εἶδος of their race—striving after 
τὸ ἀεὶ καὶ τὸ ϑεῖον. At the end of the Pérlebus (67 B) Socrates says 
that to go to the lower animals for arguments in favour of pleasure . 
is to trust ‘the augury of birds,’ instead of ‘the Muse of Philo- 
sophy—IQ. Οὐκοῦν πέμπτον κατὰ τὴν κρίσιν, ἣν viv ὁ λόγον ἀπεφήνατο 
γἱγνοιτ᾽ ἂν ἡ τῆς ἡδονῆς δύναμις, ΠΡΩ, “Bours. ED. Πρῶτον δέ ye 
οὐδ᾽ ἂν οἱ πάντες βόνε τε καὶ ἵπποι καὶ τἄλλα ξύμπαντα θηρία φῶσι τῷ τὸ 
χαίρειν διώκειν, οἷς πιστεύοντες, ὥσπερ μάντειε ὄρνισιν, οἱ πολλοὶ κρίνουσε 
rag ἡδονὰς εἰς τὸ ζῆν ἡμῖν εὖ κροτίσται εἶναι, eal τοὺς θηρίων ἔρωταν οἴοντοι 
αυρίους εἶναι μάρτυρας μᾶλλον 4 τοὺς τῶν ἐν Μούσῃ φιλοσόφῳ μεμαντευ- 
μένων ἑκάστοτε λόγων, Aristotle may have had this passage in 
his mind here, 


1173 4. δ, 


5.0. 


4.10. 


“αὶ. 
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ξ δ. οὐκ ἔοικε δὲ οὐδὲ περὶ τοῦ ἐναντίου καλῶς λέγεσθαι “nce 
what the opponents of Eudoxus say about “the contrarr” (« 
about his argument from the contrary—viz. pain—ole ἧτταν 
Ger’ εἶνω φανερὸν ἐκ τοῦ ἐναντίου § 2 above) satisfactory either.” 


0b γάρ φασιν, κιτλὶ] Sec notes on vil, r3.4. Mich. Eph. by 
the following commentary here—é ἐκ τοῦ ἐναντίου σινεστῶν τὴν 
ἡδονὴν ἀγαθὸν λόγος τοιοῦτος ἦν" εἰ ἡ λύπη ἐναντία οὖσα τῇ ἡδονῇ καιόν 
ἐστιν, ἀγαθὸν ἄρα ἡ ἡδονή. πόθεν δὲ γ--ὅτι ἡ λύπη κακόν, ἐκ τοῦ wie 
φεύγειν αὐτήν, πρὸρ τοῦτον τὸν λόγον τὸν de τοῦ ἐναντίου συνεστῶπτε 
τὴν ἡδονὴν ἀγαθόν, ἐνίσταται ὁ Σπεύσιππος λέγων, οὐκ ἀνάγκῃ, decd κείν 
ἐστιν i λύπη ἀγαθὸν εἶναι τὴν ἀντικειμένην αὐτῇ Gorge ob γὰρ εἶν 
τὸ ἀντικείμενον κακῷ ἀγαθόν dona ἀντίκειται γὰρ τῇ ϑρασύτησι «τῷ 
ὄντε, ἡ δειλία, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ἀγαδὺν ἡ δειλία, ἀλλὰ κοκάν.. 
ἀντίκειται οὖν φησὶ Σπεύσιππον καὶ isle ‘moa nal pha 
τουτέστι καὶ ἀμφότερα τὰ κακὰ τῷ ὀγοθῷ' μηδέτερον γὰρ τὸ ἀγαθθο εἶεν. 
αἱ γὰρ dperal μεσότητες οὖσαι οὐδέτερον τῶν ἄκρων εἰσε' ἧ γὰρ delpda 
οὔτε δειλία οὔτε θρασύτης ἐστίν καὶ λέγει ταῦτα καλῶς, ἀληδὲς γί 
ἐστιν εἰπεῖν ὅτι ἀντίκειται κακὸν κακῷ, καὶ ἀμιβότερα τὸ κοκὰ τῷ dyer 
τοῦτο μὲν οὖν λέγουσι καλῶν τὸ δ᾽ ὅτι ἡ ἡδονὴ ὧς κακὸν κακῷ ἀνεύαεται 
τί λύπῃ λέγουσιν οὐ καλῶν. οὐ γὰρ ἀντίκειται ἡ ἡδονὴ τῇ λύπῃ dor «οὖν 
κακῷ ἄλλ᾽ ὧς ὀγοθὸν κακῷ" εἰ γὰρ ἣν κακὸν ἡ ἡδονὴ ἦν καὶ φενατὰν κὶ 
μισητὸν ὡς ἡ λύπη" νῦν δὲ τὴν μὲν λύπην φεύγεε mira... ὡς κακέν, 
διώκει δὲ τὴν ἡδονὴν ὡς ὀγαθόν. 

ἄμφω τῷ μηδετέρῳ] νέων ee 
οἵ τ, Mich. Eph., and Ar, All other authorities 
τῷ μηδέτερα (so ΚΡ, Lb, Ob, BY, BY, CCC, NC, Cambr., ae 
τῷ μηδέτερον (MD, BY), ‘The reading τῷ μηδέτερα ἐξ strongly 
supported by Plato, Rep, 583 E ἢ καὶ δυνατὸν τὸ μηδέτερα ὃν ἀμφότιγα 
ylyer@ax—words which occur in a context whieh, I think, Aristotle 
has in his mind here. 


ἀμφοῖν γὰρ ὄντοιν (τῶν) κακῶν] Bywater adds τῶν---α distinct 
improvement to the clause. The ὄντων κακῶν of Ἐν (and BY), 
accepted by Bekker and Susemihl, shows us how the original τῶν 
dropped out, 


τῶν μηδετέρων δὲ μηδέτερον ἢ dpolug] The construction ap- 
parently is τῶν μηδετέρων δὲ ὄντοιν (if both pleasure and pain 
to the class of neutral states), μηδύτερον (neither of them) fe 
φευκτὸν εἶναι͵ ἢ ὁμοίων ἑκάτερον ᾧευκτόν :—or as Coraes Puts itl ὅσαν 


δα 
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ἄμφω κακά, ἥ τε ἡδονὴ καὶ ἡ λύπη, ἐχρῆν «οἱ ἄμφω φεύγειν" εἰ δ᾽ ἦσαν 1178 6.11. 
μηδέτερα, μήτε κακώ, δηλονότι, μήτ᾽ ἀγαθά, ἐχρῆν ἢ μηδέτερον φεύγειν, 

ἡ ὁμοίως ἑκάτερον. Mich. Eph. gives what seems to me a less 
satisfactory explanation of pydérepor—rourierw οὔτε φεύγομεν οὔτε 
διώκομεν ἢ while ἢ ὁμοίων he explains—frov émlons ἢ διώκομεν ἢ 
φεύγομεν. 


As directed against Speusippus the words before us are pointless. 
Speusippus did not regard pleasure and pain as μηδέτερα, but 
a8 «aei—‘Speusippus vetusque omnis Academia voluptatem et 
dolorem duo mala esse dixcrunt opposita inter se, bonum autem 
ese quod utriusque medium foret’—Aul. Gell, ix. 5. In fact, 
only the words ἀμφοῖν γὰρ ὄντοιν Crow) κακῶν are referable to 
Speusippus, As regards the words τῶν μηδετέρων δὲ μηδέτερον ἢ 
ὁμοίως, one would be tempted to accept the latter of the alternatives 
offered by Ramsauer— aut corrigenda, aut secludenda’— were 
it not possible to point to the discussion in Rep. 583 sq. (mentioned 
above), where ἡσυχία, or τὸ μεταξύ is spoken of as sometimes 
*painful,’ sometimes ‘pleasant. Tt will be seen that Plato's 
attitude to the supposition τῶν μηδετέρων δέ is practically the same 
as Aristotle’s—Kal ἐν ἄλλοιε ye, οἶμαι, πολλοῖς τοιούτοις αἰσθάνει γιγνο- 
μένονε τοὺς ἀνθρώπουε, ἐν ole, ὅταν λυπῶνται, τὸ μὴ λυπεῖσθαι καὶ τὴν 
ἡσυχίαν τοῦ τοιούτου ἐγκωμιάζουσιν ὡς ἥδιστον, ob τὸ χαίρειν. Τοῦτο γάρ, 
ἔφη, τότε ἡδὺ ἴσων καὶ ἀγαπητὸν γίγνεται, ἡσνχία, Καὶ ὅταν πούσητοι 
ἄρα, εἶπον, χαίρων τις, ἡ τῆς ἡδονῆς ἡσυχία λυπηρὸν ἔσται, Ἴσως, ἔφη, 
"Ὃ μεταξὺ ὅρα νῦν δὴ ἀμφοτέρων ἔφαμεν εἶναι, τὴν ἡσνχίαν, τοῦτό ποτε 
ἀμφότερα ἔσται, λύπη τε καὶ ἡδονῇ. Ἔοικεν. Ἢ καὶ δυνατὸν τὸ μηδέτερα 
ἂν ἀμφότερα γίγνεσθαι; Οὔ por δοκεῖ. Καὶ μὴν τό γε ἡδὺ ἐν ψυχῇ 
γιγνόμενον καὶ τὸ λυπηρὸν κίνησίς τις ἀμφοτέρω ἐστόν ἢ οὔ; Ναί, τὸ 
δὲ μῆτε λυπηρὸν μήτε ἡδὺ οὐχὶ ἡσνχία μέντοι καὶ ἐν μέσῳ τούτοιν ἐφάνη 
ἄρτι; Ἕφάνη γάρ. Πῶς οὖν ὀρθῶς ἔστε τὸ μὴ ἀλγεῖν ἡδὺ ἡγεῖσθαι ὃ 
τὸ μὴ χοίρειν ἀνωρόν; Οὐδαμῶν, Οὐκ ἔστιν dpa τοῦτο, ἀλλὰ Φαίνεται, 
ἦν δ' ἐγώ, παρὰ τὸ ἀλγεινὸν ἡδὺ καὶ παρὰ τὸ ἡδὺ ἀλγεινὸν τότε ἡ ἡσυχία, 
καὶ οὐδὲν ὑγιὲς τούτων τῶν φαντασμάτων πρὸς ἡδονῆε ἀλήθειαν, ἀλλὰ 
γοητεία nc. Ὧν γοῦν ὁ λόγοι, ἔφη, σημαίνει. ᾿Ιδὲ τοίνυν, ἔφην ἐγώ, 
ἡδονάρ, αἱ οὐκ ἐκ λυπῶν εἰσίν, ἵνα μὴ πολλάκι οἰηθῆε ἐν τῷ παρόντε 
οὕτω τοῦτο πεφυνέναι, ἥδονὴν μὲν παῦλαν λύπης εἶναι, λύπην δὲ Howie. 
Ποῦ δὴ, ἔφη, καὶ ποίαν λέγεις; Πολλαὶ μέν, εἶπον, καὶ ἄλλωι, padre 
F ἃ dados ὠνοῆσαι τὰς περὶ τὸν ὀσμὰς ἡδονάτ. αὖται γὰρ οὐ προλυ- 
πηθέντι ἐξαίφνης ἀμήχανοι τὸ μέγεθος γίγνονται, παυσάμεναί τε λύπην. 
οὐδεμίαν καταλείπονσιν. ᾿Αληθέστατα, ἔφη. Μὴ dpa πειθώμεθα καθαρὰν 


= 
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1819.0 11, ἡδονὴν εἶναι τὴν λύπην ἀπαλλαγήν, μηδὲ λύπην τὴν ῥϑονῆε. MH aie 


᾿Αλλὰ μέντοι, εἶπον͵ οἵ γε διὰ τοῦ σώμωτος ἐεὶ τὴν ψυχὴν τείνσεσα. 
καὶ λεγόμενοι ἡδοναί, σχεδὸν αἱ πλεῖσταί τε καὶ μέγοσται, τούτον τὴ 
dove εἰσί, λυπῶν τινὲν ἀπαλλαγοί, 

It remains only to note that, for μηδέτερον, Kb, τι, CCC, Came. 
Bi, BY, BY read ἢ ἕτερον, 


8.18. οὕτω δὴ καὶ ἀντίκειται] ὡς τὸ μὲν αἱρετὸν τὸ δὲ φανετὸν ὅν (Ras 


saver), I think that λύπη is the subject of ἀντύεεται : see the 
Paraph.—d0w φανερὸν ὅτι ὧς κακὸν ὠγαθῷ ἡ λύπῃ ἡδινᾷ ἀντώσαα. 
M? gives the easier reading ἀντίεεινται. 


CHAPTER IIL. 
Argument. 


The argument that " Pleasure ἐν mot good, because it te ποῦ α Quality promt 
ἐὸν much virtuous actions are wot qualities, wor ἐν « guolily. 

To those whe argue that ' Pleasure és not good, becawss it ts tndefimite, amd 
indefinite because it adeits of degrees” we answer—{a) Perhaps your ὁρπιοίναίμα 
relies on the circumstance that people are pleased én serious slegrecs * but yint 
canmot infer that there are degrees in Ploarure stielf ecause poaple are plasead ia 
various degrees, any wore than you can infer degrees im διμαιοσύνη hewwe 
δίκαιον admits of comparative and smperiative degrees —Bucmtrepes, διεαιότανοι, 
(Ὁ) Perhaps you will reply that you look, not at people pleased, but at βένανασει. 
themselves, and find thot they admit of degrees: then, we rarer, it i at the 
ried Measures you look; dhey indeed oslmit of cegrecs ; bet st ἐν wed te the 
mised but to the pure pleasures that you enyht ἐν ge for evidence. (6) Finally, 
ἡ you maintain shat even the pure piacere αὐτὰ  Sreea ee 
that they do, without allowing your inference thas therefore they are indefinite 
and tad) # thing moy avin? of degrees within definite Simite—Aealth, © g 
varies, without ceazing to be the definite thing that it ia: ἀφ may βάσανα 
to. 

The argument that the good ts perfect, or has reutised the oma, whereas 
Pleavure is only a Motion or a Process which ἐν imperfect, τοῦ must ἐν pointing 
ont that if és wnmeaning to rpech of Pleasure, which it meither guick mor αἴνει, 
as a Motion ; or as a Prats of govern for σας Sim i cok ἃ 

Senerated out of what by the so-called process, amd resolved back duis 
what by the reverse process, Pain ? To say that " Pisin ie bpdre pera 
of which Pleasure (5 the generation” ἐν to wse words without meantag. Where, 
ft may be asked, are the elements ergawied by the s-called “generation; aad 
seporated by the so-called ' dissolutions’ 


al 
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“Αρούν, to discribe Pleasure as Repletkon ts t0 confound Pleasure itvelf and a 
Bodily process with which certain pleasures are atssciated—those lower pleasures 
which are felt when want is being satisfied : for the higher pleasures—these of 
thinking and seme of the bodily pleasures—are mot associated with the repletion 
Of want and the relief of fain. 

To those who bring forward the dirgraciful pleasures as evidence agsinat 
Pleasure in general, we have to point out that it ἐν only to ill-cemditioned 
matures that the objects of these pleasures are ‘jleasant*: in short, that there 

are good pleasures and bad pleasures—those being good which attend good 
Surctions, or are rabid ἐν ἐμέ eer bd, UG rte had nto 7h 
χαξιρά ἐν bad 

That pleasures ‘lifer specifically as theie espe fr in, ἐν short, our final 
answer ts those whose arguments we have been examining. It is unmeaning ἐν 
say * Pleasure is good) or * Pleasure ts bad’ Pleasure in what objects? weash. 
There are objects in which we ought mot to take plearure, and there are objects 
which we shonid pursue even if no plexrure were connected srith them. 

We see, then, on the one hand that Pleasure ts neither the Chigf Good mor all 
desirable, and on the other hand that some pleasures are desirable, 


$1] See Cat. 8. 8b. 27, where ἔξεις are given as the first and 1178 0,19. 


most important kind of ποιότητες, The dprrai, or virtuous ἔξειε, arc, 
it is true, ποιότητεε--- ἀπά, as possessing such ποιότητεν, We are ποιοί. 
τινες καὶ ἀγαθοί (2, ΝΥ. |. 9. 8); but there are things which are not 
ποιόητεν, and yet are good. ‘The ἐνέργειαι which spring from ἀρετῇ 
are not ποιότητεο: τ Poet. δ. 14502. 18 καὶ γὰρ ἡ εὐδαιμονία ἐν 
πράξει ἐστί, καὶ τὸ τέλος πρᾶξίς τις ἐστὶν οὐ ποιότητ' εἰσὶ δὲ κατὰ μὲν τὰ 
ἤθη ποιοὶ sweet, κατὰ δὲ ris πράξειν εὐδαίμονεε ἡ τοὐναντίον. To be 
nee a thing need not be a permanent state (ées), like virtue or 

‘The act of vision, ¢g., is good and perfect within the 
ae ofa moment, So also is the experience of pleasure (see x, 
4: 1). The argument which Aristotle here opposes is founded on 
@ very natural feeling—viz, that to be good, and worth having, 
a thing must endure permanently ; especially the conscious life of 
the individual to be worth having at all, must endure permanently, 
But Aristotle does not share this feeling, Consciousness, he would 
tell us, is fully good within the limits of an indivisible moment; 
‘its essential goodness is independent of time : let those who main- 
tain that, if the individual consciousness is ever to be extinguished, 
then it is not worth having at all, look at Nature, Why does 
Nature produce the individual organisms of plants and aninvals, 
and allow them to perish without possibility of revival? 15 it not 
“good for these individuals to live while they live, and are their 
lives less perfect and good, because they are not permanent? 


1178 a. 18, 


a, 15, 


al, 
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᾿Αλλὰ μὴν οὐδὲ τῷ ἀΐδιον εἶναι μᾶλλον dyaddy ἔσται, εἴπερ μηδὲ λεναύτεγιν 
τὸ πολυχρόνιον τοῦ ἐφημέρου, 

It will be observed that the position combated in the present § 
(x. 3. 4) is really that which the writer of vii. 1a. 2 attacks— the 
simple identification of ἕξιν and ἀγοθόν : eee note there on τοῦ 
ἐγαθοῦ τὸ μὲν ἐνέργεια τὸ δ᾽ ἔξιε 1152 b. 33. ? 


§ 2, λέγουσι, ον ἧττον} See Plato, Pirledus 24 E 50. Νῦν μῶτνι 
ἄθρει τῆς τοῦ ἀπείρου φύσεως εἰ τοῦτο δεξόμεθα σημεῖον, ἵνα μὴ wbve’ 
ἐπεξιόντες μηκύνωμεν, ΠΡΩ͂, Τὸ ποῖον δὴ λέγεις ; ED. πόσ᾽ ἂν ἡμῖν 
φαίνηται μᾶλλόν τα καὶ ἧττον γιγνόμενα καὶ τὸ σφόδρα καὶ ρέμα 
καὶ τὸ λίαν καὶ Sou τοιαῦτα πάντα, εἰς τὸ τοῦ dmelpow γένος ὡς εἷς ἔν δεῖ πάντα 
ταῦτα τιθέναι: see also Phelebus 31. A νοῦν μὲν αἰτίας ἦν ξυγγινὴν καὶ 
τούτου σχεδὸν τοῦ γένους, ῥδονὴ δὲ ὅπειρός τε αὐτὴ καὶ τοῦ μήτε ἀρχὴν pier 
μέσα pire τέλος ἐν ἑαυτῷ ἀφ' ἑαυτοὺ ἔχοντοι μηδὲ ἔξοντός more γένονε. 

εἰ μὲν οὖν ἐκ τοῦ ἥδεσθαι τοῦτο κρίνουσι] If it is from observing 
people pleased that they come to the conclusion that pleasure admits 
of degrees and is therefore not good, they will have, by parity of 
reasoning, to conclude that justice admits of degrees and is there 
fore not good, because people are just in various degrees’ Of 
Cat. 8, 10 Ὁ. 33 δικαιοσύνην piv γὰρ δικαιοσύνης efi πάνυ Φασὶ δῆν 
λέγισϑαι μᾶλλον καὶ ror, οὐδὲ ὑγίειαν ὑγείαν" ὅττον μέντοι ἔχειν ἔτεμον 
ἑτέρου ὑγίειαν, καὶ δικαιοσύνην ὅτερον ἑτέρου .. . δικάιότερος γὰρ ἕτεροι 
ἑτέρου λέγεται. Thus τὸ ἥδεσθαι, ‘the being pleased '—for which 
we may substitute ὁ ἡδόμενον, ‘the man who is pleased’ answers 
to the adjective δίκαιος in the passage quoted from the Catggorser; 
and as δίκαιος may become δικαιότερος, 50 ὁ ἥδόμενοι may be * more 
pleased’; but as we do not infer from Sumuérepos that 2ounoorey 
itself is indefinite and bad, so we must not infer from ὅδεταί rar 
μᾶλλον that ἡδονῇ is indefinite and bad. The Paraph, has 9 éefrare 
καὶ  dreaus ἐν τῷ ἥδεσθαι yiveras ὅτι ἡδόμενοι μᾶλλον καὶ ἧντον Glaerar 
τοῦτο δὲ καὶ ἐν ταῖς ἀρεταῖς συμβαῖνον Φαΐνεται' δίκαιοι γάρ εἶσε μάλλον 
καὶ ἧττον ἀνδρεῖοι... ἄλλ᾽ οὐ διὰ τοῦτο ἀόριστοί εἶσιν al dperal τὸν αὐτὸν 
δὴ τρόπον καὶ ἡ ἡδονὴ αὐτὴ μὲν καθ᾽ ἑαυτὴν ob Toru ἀῤῥριστος, ὧν δὲ τῶν 
ἡδομένοις τὴν ἐπίτασιν καὶ τὴν ἄνεσιν ἐπιδέχεται, Similarly Mich. Eph. 
speaks of the εἶδος or τέ ἦν εἶναι of ἀνδρεία, σωφροσένῃ, or ἡδονῇ, ms 
being τοῦϑ' ὅπερ ἐστίν, and as ἀνεπίτατόν τε καὶ ἀνάνετον, The dis 
tinction drawn here and in Caf. 8. 10 b, 33, between @lewer and 
δικαιοσύνη is now familiar as that between an adjective which admits 
of ‘degrees of comparison,’ and an abstract noun which docs mol. 


el 
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Bot this and other distinctions of the kind did not present them- 1178. κ᾿ 17. 
selves to Aristotle and his contemporaries ag ‘grammatical’ dis- 
tinetions. Grammar, as ἃ separate xpoyparela, did not as yet exist. 
Much that seems out of place, and even frivolous, in Aristotle’s 
discussions of physical and other questions, and especially in his 
refutations of the views of opponents, is to be explained by this 
circumstance. Distinctions not clearly recognised as grammatical 
were thought to be germane to subjects with which we should say 
at once that they have nothing to do, But although the scientific 
subjects immediately in hand often derived little benefit from such 
verbal discussions, language, the instrument of all science, was being 
perfected by them for future use. One of the most interesting 
achievements of the Greeks was the abstraction of the Form from 
the Matter of Speech, as we find it made by Apollonius and his 
brother-grammarians ; and not the least important aspect in which 
Greek philosophical activity (and notably Aristotle's philosophy) 
may be regarded is as the process by which the abstraction was 
gradually effected, and language made an instrument of fine 
thinking. The services of the schoolmen, too, in this respect 
must not be ignored, 


εἰ δὲ ταῖς ἡδοναῖς... μικταί] I agree with Rassow (Forsch. a. 99. 
Ῥ' Go) that the correct reading is that of KY, εἴ δὲ τοῖν jovais sc. 
τοῦτο xpiroves, With κρίνειν cither ἐκ or the dat, may be used in 
cases like this, but not ἐν, which Bekker reads belore ταῖν ἡδοναῖο. 
“But if they come to the conclusion that pleasure is bad from 
looking not at people pleased, but at the nature of the various 
pleasures themselves, 1 fear that they have not got hold of the 
right premises for their purpose, if there be any truth in their own 
distinction between pure and mixed pleasures'’—r. ¢, although the 
mixed pleasures may be indefinite, the pure pleasures certainly 
are not: and it is to them, rather than to the mixed pleasures, 
that we have a right to ask οἱ ταῖν jdovals κρίνοντες to go for their 
premisses. Cf. Philebus 2 Ὁ, where ἀμετρία is assigned as the 
characteristic of the mixed, and ἐμμετρία of the pure pleasures, 
*Speusippus,” says Grant, ii. p. 319, ‘forgetful of this distinction 
appears to have made durpla a universal predicate of pleasure.’ 
The ural ἡδοναί of Plato are the bodily pleasures which involve 
pain and want, the ἀμεγεῖε or κοθαραί the intellectual pleasures and 
those bodily pleasures which involve neither pain nor want—the 
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1179 «. 92, pleasures of smell, sight, and hearing. Mich. Eph. is, therefore, 


a3, 


entirely wrong when he says λέγει δὲ ἀμιγεῖς μὲν ἡδονὰς αὐτὸ end! ainb 
xwois τινὸς ὑποκειμένον τὸ εἶδοι τῆν ἡδονῆς νοούμενον « « « μεμιγμένων 8 αἱ 
ὧν ἐμοὶ καὶ σοὶ ἐν ἐπιτάσει κοὶ ἀνέσει ἵστανται. 

§ 3. καὶ τί κωλύει, κτλ] Bekker’s τί γὰρ κωλύει is the reading af 
Malone. O has τί γὰρ κωλύεται, but γάρ is not given by any other 
MS. KD has καὶ ri κωλύεται, 1 vi δὲ κωλύει, and Lb, CCC, Cambr, 
BY, BY, NC, P? all have τί κωλύι δέ, The authority therefore for 
Bekker’s γάρ is of the slightest. Tip seems to have been substituted 
for rai or δέ to make the clause explain the erroneous meating 
attached τὸ μικταί, which were taken (as by Mich. Eph. quoted at 
the end of last note) to be αἱ ἐν ἐμοὶ καὶ σοί, while af ἀμεγεῖε were 
thought to stand for τὸ εἶδος τῆς ἡδονῆς, But if we read τί δὲ cadie 
(see Rassow, Forsch. pp. 69, 70), the clause is seen to contain not 
an explanation of a, 22 εἰ δὲ... ἃ. 83 ural, but a mew argument 
against the view τὴν ἡδονὴν ἀόριστον εἶναι. The first part of §2 
argued that the fact that people are pleased more and less does not 
imply that pleasure itself admits of more and less, or is indefinite: 
the second part of δ 2 argued that even though the mixed or lower 
bodily pleasures may themselves admit of more and less and! δὲ 
indefinite, yet the pure pleasures are not indefinite: while the 
clause beginning ri δὲ «adie goes further, and questions the validity 
of the inference ἀόριστον εἶναι ὅτι δέχεται τὸ μᾶλλον καὶ [τὸ] ἥπτεν, and 


suggests that the εἶδον of even a pure pleasure may display degrees 
without ceasing to be the εἶδος that it is, or becoming ἀόριστον, 


οὐ γὰρ ἡ αὐτὴ συμμετρία] These words seem to me to prove 
that Aristotle is not thinking of the mixed pleasures in this section, 
as most of the commentators suppose, but of the pure pleasures 
which involve ἐμμετρία or proportion (PArl. 52 Ὁ), Aristotle, using 
for the occasion Platonic language, points out that the definite 
proportion which constitutes a pure pleasure may be realised and 
maintained in different ways, just as the balance of health or virtwe 
may be effected by many different arrangements of the elements 
which are organised. Grant seems to me to be wrong when he 
says in his note here—‘even the mixed pleasures, says Aristotle, 
admit the idea of proportion (συμμετρία) 

ξ 4. τέλειόν τε τἀγαθὸν τιθέντε:}] Plato, Phulebmr 53 C-54 Ct 
see notes on 2.3. Aristotle's argument against the view that 


a 
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pleasure is 2 simmois is—If pleasure is a ‘ motion,’ it must be quick 1178 α, 30, 
or slow, Can we speak of pleasure as quick or slow? We may 

pass into a pleasurable state quickly or slowly; but the pleasure 

actually felt is not quick or slow: see Phys. E. 1. 225 b. 8 for the 

three kinds of simows—(1) ἡ τοῦ ποιοῦτε ἀλλοίωσιν: (2) ἡ τοῦ mood = 

αὔξησιε καὶ φθίσιε : (3) ἡ κατὰ τόπον τε φορά, 


καὶ εἰ μὴ καϑ' αὑτήν, οἷον τῇ τοῦ κόσμου, πρὸς ἄλλο] ΤῊΣ κὄσμοι a. 88. 
is here the universe, as one whole, moving with the πρῶτος οὐρανόε, 
or ἀπλανὴς σφαῖρα, the κυκλοφορία of which is uniform, and therefore 
cannot be called cither quick or slow, when regarded per se—xafl 
αὑτὴν, although πρὸς &ko—compared with the proper motions of 
the inner planetary spheres—it is quick. With οἷον τῇ τοῦ κόσμου we 
must understand οὐκ ἔστε τύχοι καὶ βραδύτη καϑ' αὑτήν. On the 
motion of the πρῶτον οὐρανός see de Corio ii. 6. 288 a. 13 περὶ δὲ τῆν 
κινήσεως αὐτοῦ ὅτε ὁμαλής ἐστι καὶ οὐκ ἀνώμαλος, ἐφεξῆς τῶν εἰρημένων 
διελθᾶν" λέγω δὲ τοῦτο περὶ τοῦ πρώτου οὐρανοῦ καὶ rhe πρώτη opis t 
‘See notes on iii, 3. 3. The comment of Mich, Eph. on the present 
passage is—8 δὲ λέγοι doriy εἰ μὴ πᾶσα κίνησις αὐτὴ wal! αὑτὴν τὸ 
θᾶττον ἐπιδίχετοι, οἷον ἡ τοῦ κόσμον, λέγων νῦν εὔσμον αὐτὴν τὴν ἀπλανῇ 
σφαῖραν" dwmidecror γάρ ἔστι τάχονε καὶ βραδύτητοε διὰ τὸ ὁμαλῶς 
κινεῖσθαι τὴν τοιαύτην σφαῖραν, ὡς ἐν τῷ περὶ οὐρανοῦ δέδεικται" ἀλλ᾽ οὖν 
πρὸν rhe τῶν πλανωμένων κινήσειν εἶ ris αὐτὴν παραβάλλοι, εὑρήσει θάττονα 
πάνυ πολλῷ τῶν κινήσεων ἐκείνων. 


τούτων οὐδέτερον] Pleasure has τόχορ καὶ βραδύτης neither καθ᾽ a. 33. 
αὐτὴν, nor πρὸς ἄλλο. 

ἡσθῆναι] *t0 become pleased’ = μεταβάλλειν ale τὴν ἡδονὴν α. 84. 
1173 Ὁ. 2. 

ἥδεσθαι] ‘to have the fecling of pleasure’=évpyeiy κατ᾽ αὐτήν b.2. 
Ὁ, 3. 

ξ 61 In this section Aristotle deals with the view that ἡδονή is v, 4. 
ἃ γίνεσιε, in the same way as he has dealt with the view that it 
is a aimow, If it is ἃ γένεσιν, he argues, there must be certain 
definite elements which this particular γένεσιν called ἡδονή organises ; 
and the disorganising process, or φθορά, contrary to this γένεσιο.-- 
which is λύπη according to the Platonists, for they say of γένεσιν ἡ 
ἡδονῇ, τούτου ἡ λύπη spOopi—will leave these same elements in separ- 
ation for our inspection, Where are the elements in question? 
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1178 Ὁ. Φ. They are not to be found. The term γένεσεε is used with as Bale 


be. 


bn. 


5.12. 


regard for its real meaning as the term sly is when applied to 
that which is neither quick nor slow. It is to be carefully noted, 
that καὶ οὗ γένεσις ἡ ἡδονή, τούτου ἡ λόπη φθορὰ is the statement of the 
Platonists. See Grant's note ad doc, to which Lam much indebted. 
Mich. Eph. bas the following comment on this section—« ely «ai 
ἡ ἡδονὴ γένεσις ἦν, ἦν ἂν ὁδός τις καὶ μεταβολὴ te τινος ate τε, ὧς 5 plo 
aus ἐκ λενκοῦ ele μέλαν « . , ode ἔστε δὲ ἐπὶ vie ἡδονῆς οὔτε τὸ ἀφ' oF οὔτε 
τὸ aie δ, οὐκ ἔστι γὰρ οὔτε τὸ ἀλλοιούμενον καὶ μεταβάλλον καὶ γιγνόμενάν 
τε διὰ ἡδονῆς, οὔτε τέλος τι ele ὁ τελευτᾷ ἡ ἡδονῇ, ὥσπερ ἦ ὑγίανσιε εἷς τὴν 
ὑγίειαν καὶ ἡ θέρμανσιε els τὸ θηρμάν᾽ καὶ τοῦτο εἰκότων συμβαίνει, οὗ yp 
dare γένεσις ἀλλ᾽ ἐνέργεια, ὧς δείξει, «αὶ al ἐνέργειαι rin «ἰσὴν ἀλλ᾽ oly 
Sol πρὸς rd... οὐκ ἔστι γὰρ μάριόν τε τοῦ χρόνου καδ' ὃν ἥδεται ἐν ᾧ 
οὐ τέλος ἣν ἐν τῷ ἡδομένῳ ἡ ἡδονή. τὸ δ' ἐν ἅπασι τοῖς μέρεσι τοῦ χράνον 
τέλειόν τι καὶ δλόεληραν ὃν οὗ γίνεσίε ἔστιν ἄλλ᾽ ἐνέργεια. See x. 4. 4- 


8.61 The following passage in the Ῥλέήξεδωε (31 E-32 B) pre 
sents the doctrine criticised in this section, as well ag that disposed 
of in § 5—EQ. Teivy μέν που λύσις καὶ λύπη ; ΠΡΩ͂, Nok ΣΩ͂, “Bled 
δέ, πλήρωσιν γιγνομένη πάλιν, ἡδονή; NPR. Ναί, IO Δίψοι δ' ab 
φθορὰ καὶ λύπη [καὶ λύσιε], ἡ δὲ τοῦ ὑγροῦ πάλιν τὸ ξηρανθὲν πληρεῦσα 
δύνομις ἡδονῆ. διώκρισις δὲ γ᾽ ab κοὶ διάλυσιε ἡ παρὰ φύσιν, τοῦ πνέγνοε, 
πάθη, λύπη ; κατὰ φύσιν & ἡ πάλιν ἀπόδοσίε τε καὶ Writer Bong. ΠΡ 
Πάνυ μὲν οὖν, EM. Καὶ ῥίγους ἢ μὲν παρὰ φῦσιν τοῦ ζῴου vie ὕγρόσηποι 
πῆξιν λύπη" πάλιν 8 εἰς ταὐτὸν ἀπιόντων καὶ διακρινομένων ᾧ κατὰ φύσιν 
ὁδὸν ἡδονῇ. καὶ ἐνὶ λόγῳ σκόπει εἶ σοι μέτριον ὁ λόγου, Be ἂν Φῇ τὸ de τῶ 
ἀπείρου καὶ πέρατος κατὰ φύσιν ἔμψυχον γεγονὸς εἶδος, ὅπερ Teyar ἐν τῷ 
πρόσθεν, ὅταν μὲν τοῦτο φθείρητοι, τὴν μὲν φϑορὰν λύπην εἶνω, τὸν δ' εἶς 
τὴν αὐτῶν οὐσίαν ὁδέν, ταύτην δ᾽ αὖ πάλιν τὴν ἀναχώρησιν πάντων Glare 

οὐ δοκεῖ 84] ‘but nobody thinks so,’ Aristotle speaks here as if 
Plato differed. Plato is entirely at one with Aristotle in holding all 
pleasure to be psychical. 


ἀλλὰ γινομένης μὲν ἀναπληρώσεως ἥδοιτ᾽ ἄν nis]—And thie was 
what Plato meant after all. Any one but ἃ very captions crite 
can sce that when Plato says ἐδωδὴ δὲ πλήρωσιω γιγνομένῃ ἤδωνῷ, be 
merely uses an abbreviated expression, as when we say ‘work iss 
pleasure to him,’ meaning that work gives him pleasure. Again, 
when Aristotle says Ὁ, 13 ἡ δόξα & airy δοκεῖ γεγενῆσθαι ἔς τῶν περὶ 
τὴν τροφὴν λυπῶν κοὶ ἡδονῶν, he merely states what Plato himself 


= 
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τ consistently maintains—that the pleasures which are ἀναπληρώσεις or 1278 Ὁ..12.. 


ἀπολλαγαὶ λύπης are those of eating and drinking; but that they 
are not the only pleasures—there are pure pleasures which are not 
associated with pain and want:—a statement which Aristotle makes 
in § 7 a8 if it were an original correction of his own necessitated 
‘by the onesidedness of the Platonic theory, which he allows his 
readers to infer took its idea of all pleasure from the dvam\ijpwou of 
eating and drinking. All this strikes one as being very disin- 
genuous ; unless indeed it be that, not Plato, but Speusippus is 
criticised, and that Speusippus entirely ignored the ‘ pure pleasures” 
of his master—which is unlikely, 


πεμνόμενος] Spengel conjectures μερούμενον, Zeller δεόμενον, By- 
water (ἐνδεὴς) γινόμενος. I hardly think that any alteration is 
necessary. The parallel— pleasure goes with filling, just as pain 
foes, «.g- with cutting '"—seems to me to be satisfactory enough. 


$7. af τε μαϑηματικαῖ] ‘the pleasures of knowledge.’ That b 16, 


Plato recognised as fully as Aristotle the existence of pleasures 
which do not arise ont of pain is shown by the passage in the Rep. 
(583 sq.) quoted above in note on x. 3. 5 a1t gv. The 
passage in the PArleéws (51 B) in which the xadapa ἥδοναί are 
described is as explicit a3 that in the Ref, in its doctrine that they 
are ἄλυποι---τὸς περί τε τὰ καλὰ λεγόμενα χρώματα καὶ περὶ τὰ σχήματα 
αὶ τῶν ὀσμῶν rhe πλείσταε, καὶ τὰς τῶν φθόγγων, καὶ ὅσα τὰν ἐνδείαν 
ἀνοισθήτους ἔχονται καὶ ἀλύπουν τὸν πληρώσεις αἰσθητὰς καὶ ἡδείας πάρα- 
δίδωσι, It will be noticed that Plato still speaks here of certain 
‘pure pleasures’ as πληρώσειε : 80 also in Rep. 585 B οὐκοῦν πληροῖν᾽ 
ἂν ὅ τε τροφῆν μεταλαμβάνων καὶ ὁ νοῦς tzyer—although the terms in 
which the pleasures of smell are described in 584 B, ἐξαιψνῆς ἀμή- 
χάνοι τὸ μέγεθος γίγνονται, seem to be inconsistent with the view that 
they are gradual πληρώσειε, The truth is that we must not press 
the word mAypdoes as applied to ‘pure pleasures’: the essential 
part of Plato’s theory of the ‘pure pleasures’ is not affected by the 
retention of the word. 


8.81 Cf vii, δ. 


ξ 9. ἢ οὕτω λέγοι τις ἄν] This is Bywater's correction for b.99. 


Bekker’s ἡ οὕτω λέγοιτ᾽ dy, 


al μὲν ἡδοναὶ αἱρεταί εἰσιν, of μὴν ἀπό γε τούτων] ‘The pleasures Ὁ. 36. 
re 


VOL. 1. 


es 
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1173.20. in question are in themselves choiceworthy, although not when 


viewed with reference to the source from which they are derived’ 
Williams : Le. as pleasures they are desirable, bul not 28 dfigract- 
ful—or, 25 be puts it more clearly in the next section, there ae 
‘geod and bad pleasures, 


v.28. 810. ἢ τῷ εἴδει διαφέρουσιν αἱ ἡδοναί] ‘pleasures differ specifi- 


Ὁ. 88. 


Ἅ174 a. 3. 


«8. 


cally. This is the best expression of Aristotle's answer to rir 
προφέροντας τὰς ἐπονειδίστους τῶν ἡδονῶν: and in support of the 
doctrine thus expressed he points out (§ 10) that different classes 
of persons have their own pleasures which others cannot exter 
into: that (δ rr) the pleasure which the Flatterer aims at giving to 
his Patron is a very different sort from that which sweetens the 
intercourse of virtuous Friends; and (§ ra) that when we become 
men we put away childish pleasures as unworthy of us. To thee 
considerations is added the remark (§ 12) that indeed there are 
many pleasures which we consider it to be our duty to avoid, and 
do avoid; for, after all, we are more independent of pleasure dian 
might, on a superficial view, be supposed—there are many actions 
and functions performed by us independently of the pleaswe 
attending them. This last remark I do not regard as made with 
the special object (as some commentators suppose) of showing 
that pleasure is not the Summum Bonum, but as flowing taturally 
from what the writer has just said about the power we have of 
detaching ourselves from certain pleasures. Our power of 
detaching ourselves from these particular pleasures is, of course, a 
special case of the Jaw of our nature, that function is primary and 
pleasure only attendant. 


ἘΜ, ὁ φῦλον] as described in vil. 3.$§ 6, 7» 


$12. ὃς οἷόν τεμάλιστα] CCC, NC, and Cambr, read ὧν olen 
μάλιστα, an obvious blunder (although Zell tries to make sense ot 
of it: ‘significat opinari quidem pucros maximis se gaudiis periral, 
sed decipi in hoc ") which occurs elsewhere—¢,g. in E. Ni. 9, g KY 
reads οἴονται, in iii, 3. 13 MY reads οἴονται, in iii. 5. 17 Kb and CCC 
read olovras, and in iv, 2. 11 Kb, CCC, and Cambr, read ele τε. 


$13. ὅτι μὲν οὖν... a, τι ὧν] bracketed by Ramsauer, who 


thinks that hitherto Aristotle has argued rather in favour of, than 
against, the view of Eudoxus which makes pleasure the Sam- 


- | 
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must Bonum, and that if, in §§ tx and 12, he seems to argue 1174 α. 8, 


against the view, he merely goes the length of pointing out that 
not only arc some pleasures not good, but some good things are 
not pleasures. Susemihl follows Ramsauer in bracketing the words 
before us, 1 see no sufficient reason for suspecting them, The 
distinction drawn at the end of § 15 between vital functions and 
their attendant pleasures is exactly that of which so much is made 
Tater on (sce x. 5, 7), and which enables Aristotle to distinguish 
between εὐδαιμονία, or the Chief Good, and even the highest 
experience of ἡδονή. Accordingly the abrupt ἅτε μὲν οὖν οὔτε τἀγαθὸν 
ἡ fori seems to me to be in favour of the genuineness of the 
clause. The remark § 12, a. 4 περὶ πολλά re σπουδήν... a. 8 ἀπ᾽ 
αὐτῶν ἡδονή, though, as 1 believe, directly suggested by the terms in 
which the reasons for supposing ὅτι εἴδει διαφέρουσιν αἱ ἡδοναὶ have 
‘been stated, is, as soon as made, recognised by the writer as having 
a bearing on the other question (only incidentally, and as yet in- 
sufficiently answered in x, 2. 3), whether ἡδονῇ is the Simmum 
Bonum. ence οὔτε τἀγαθὸν ἡ ἡδονῇ escapes him, although certainly 
no sufficient proof of it has as yet been brought forward. Ina. 9 
τἀγαθόν which the sense demands is given by L? and 1; other 
authorities (including the Paraph.) rend ἀγαθόν. 


CHAPTER IV. 


Argument. 


Now let us start again frone the beginning, amd try thus ἐν mexke the true 
nature of Pleasure Hainer. 

Pleasure ts like Seeing—something indivisible, and perfectly realised at any 
meoment yeu take it: therefore it is not Motion, for Motion (c. x. that of building) 
always tu tine, ond tewards an end, and perfect, not in sts parts (c.g mot ie 
the proveases of fitting the blocks, and fluting tha columas—these § parts" traverie 

ground, and thus differ specifically from onc another and from the 

whole Motion to whick they belong), or at any moment, but—if tv be called 

‘perfuct” at all—only in respuct of tts whole duration, i.e. only conceived 

δὲ ὁ process which har af fart * come to its eud” in attaining the object (e.g. the 

completed temple) for which it started, Of Pleasure, on the contrary, the 
κε 


1174. 13. 


oy 
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specific form, 9 maburs, is perfect at any woment you take it—a fnirled 
indivisible whole, like seeing, or the mathematical point, of which we cammt 
say * it mows kerwards, or grotor up to, the perfection af its moture.” 

‘Dery faculty of sense and understanding pute forth ite function in relation 


—they ‘perfect’ it as the doctor *cawces” the patients health; tut plement 
‘ perfects" function, as the principle af krelth ‘cnsses” the patients health I 
object and faculty be perfect of their Preah page tie fe = 
there will always be pleasure in the function; the βίδατασε * perfecting? the 
Sanction, not as the faculty docs by its permencat subsistence, bat at 6 antl 
supervening end, like the bloom of γον prince. | 
‘As long ax perfect facwity i perfectly related to perfect elpect, there wet | 
pleasure in the function, Put man's nature is weak, He cannot keep up th 
feofict relation continuensly : fonction lags, and with it pleasure ix: 
St may be thought, that the reason why wil strive after Searure is that sit wel 
Ufe—the performance of function, rohick, as toe hetne sets, tr perfected by pesmet, 
We soil! not at present go into the question whether st és for the sabe af Fears 
that we seek Life, ov fow the sake of Life that we seck Pleasure: «ποιὰ hat hot 
said to show that the two are se bound up logether thet Usey carrot Ke separated) 
without function there is we pleasure; and every fumetion t perfected ty tte 
plesiurt, 


§L. τί δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἢ ποῖόν τι] not the same as vf dere καὶ ποῖόν ne 
see note on i. 7. τῷ, 8. 31. 


a1 ϑοκεῖ γὰρ ἡ μὲν Spacig. «. ἃ. 19 εἶξος] Ὅρασις is an ἐγέργο as 


distinguished from a κίνησιε; see Met. 8, 6, 1048 b. 18 sqq. and 
Bonitz's imporrant note, p. 396 “Exipyna strictly so. called, Κα 
action or function which contains in itself the end for the sake of 
which it is performed, and does not, like κίνησερ, cease to be when 
its end has been attained. In the case of ἃ κίνησις such πὰ oleate 
μησις, Which has an external end, ev, οἰκία, and ceases when thet 
end is attained, we cannot say dua οἰκοδομεῖ καὶ φὐκοδόμηκεν, a8 We 
can say ὁρᾷ καὶ ἑώρακεν ἅμα in the case of Spaces, which is an ὀνόργενε, 
strictly so called. A rinow is ἐνέργεια piv rer, ἀτελῆ μέντοι [ἀν Aw 
il. 5, 411 ἃ. 16), whereas in an ἐνέργεια strictly so called drmdpgee 
τὸ réhos (Met, 0, 6, 1048. 42), Such pryrich | 
or realises its end (réAoe) at every moment of its duration—xad” dere 

νοῦν χρόνον τελεία ἐστί (5. NV. x. 4. τὴ : of Soph, ΕἾ, 2a, 178 a. ὁ iy 
ἐνδέχεται τὸ αὐτὸ Gua ποιεῖν ve καὶ πεποιηκέναι; οὔ, ἀλλὰ μὴν δρᾶν γέ τα 
ἅμα καὶ ἑωρακέναι τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ κατὰ τοὐτὸ ἐνδέχεται, The passage (Met, 


ΙΝ 
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©, 6. 1048 b) referred to at the beginning of this note runs in part 
as follows, according to the emended version given by Boniiz, 
Ῥ. 307 +++ ὁρῇῷ ἅμα καὶ ἑώρακε, καὶ φρονεῖ καὶ wecppdenxe, aul νοεῖ «αὶ 
ανόηκεν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ μανθάνεε καὶ μεμάθηκεν οὐδ᾽ ὑγιάζεται κοὶ ὑγίαστωι, εὖ 
Gi col εὖ ἔζγκεν ἅμα ({, ε. εὖ ζῆν is perfect in itself: its “present tense” 
isa ‘perfect tense’) καὶ εὐδαιμονεῖ καὶ εὐδαιμόνηκεν" «ἱ δὲ μή, ὅδει ἄν 
ποτε παύεσθαι, ὥσπερ ὅταν ἰσχναΐνῃ" νῦν δ᾽ οὔ͵ ἀλλὰ (ἢ καὶ ἔζηκεν, τούτων, 
δὴ δεῖ τὸν μὲν κινήσειε λόγειν τὰν δ' ἐνεργείας. πᾶσα γὰρ κίνησις ἀτελήεν 
ἐνχνασία, μάθησις, Βόδισιρ, οἰκοδόμησις. αὗται δὴ κινήσεις, καὶ ἀτελεῖς γε" 
οὐ γὰρ ἅμα βαδίζει καὶ βιβάδικεν, οὐδ' οἰκοδομεῖ καὶ φκοδόμηκεν, οὐδὲ 
γίγνεται καὶ γέγονεν ἢ κινεῖ re καὶ κναίνηκεν, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτερον καὶ κωαῖ καὶ 
κακίνηκεν" ἑώρακε δὲ καὶ ὁρᾷ ὅμα τὸ αὐτό, «αἱ νοεῖ καὶ νενόηκεν, τὴν piv 
οὖν τοιαύτην ἐνόργειαν λόγω, ἐκείνην δὲ cimow, Cf, also Met. Θ. 8. 
1059 ἃ. 23-1050 Ὁ. 2. 


τοιούτῳ δ᾽ ἔοικε καὶ ἡ ἡδονή] ἡ. ε. ἡδονή is like ἐνέργεια as described 
in Met. Θ. 6. That he does not identify it, however, with ἐνέργεια is 
plain from the explicit statement in ch. 5, § 7. Mich. Eph, has the 
following comment here—¢v ἑκάστῳ yap νῦν τὸ δρᾷν τέλειόν ἐστι καὶ κατ᾽ 
ἐνέργειαν ὑφεστώς εἰ γὰρ ἐν χρύνῳ τινὶ τόδε τι ὁρῶμεν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἑκάστῳ τῶν 
τοῦ χρόνου μερῶν καὶ ἐν αὐτῷ τῷ ἀτόμῳ νῦν ποντελῶς βλέπομεν, καὶ οὗ 
Béxerai τι ἢ ὄρασιν ὁ οὐκ εἶχεν ἐν τῷ προτέρῳ νῦν ἐν τῷ μετὰ ταῦτα vor 
ὅλη γὰρ ἅμα πάρεστι, καὶ τὸ εἶναι αὐτῆς οὐκ ἀτελές' ὧν οὖν ἡ ὅρασις οὕτω 
καὶ ἡ ἡδονή, οὐδὲ γὰρ ἡ ἡδονὴ οἷον σωρεία τίς ἐστε καὶ ἐπὶ σύνθεσιν 
πολλῶν ἡδονῶν" οὐδὲ μενούσης τῆς προτέρας ἢ δευτέρα ἐπιγίνεται, καὶ μετ᾽ 
αὐτὴν ἡ ἐφεξῆς, καὶ τά το προηγούμενα καὶ ἑπόμενα μέρη πάρεστιν αὐτῇ 
Sua, ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῇς ἐκβολλομένης εὐθείας, μενόντων τῶν προτέρων μερῶν, 
ἀφίσταται τὰ δεύτερα, κοὶ οὕτω τελειοῦται § γραμμῇ" ἄλλ᾽ ἐν ἅπασι τοῖο 
νῦν παντέλειός ἐστι, καὶ ofa ἦν ἐν τῷ προτέρῳ τοιαύτη καὶ ἐν τῷ ἐφεξῆς, καὶ 
& τῷ pier’ αὐτὸ καὶ ἐν τῷ μετὸ τοῦτο, nal ἡ αὐτὴ καὶ μία ἐστὶν ἐν ὅπασι τοῖα 


8. 3. καὶ τέλους τινός} ‘for the sake of some end,” se, external to 
itself, 


οἷον ἡ οἰκοδομική, καὶ τελεία ὅταν ποιήσῃ οὗ ἐφίεται] This is 
Bywater’s correction of Bekker's οἷον § οἰκοδομικὴ τελεία, ὅταν ποιήσῃ 
οὗ ἐφίεται, and, 1 think, a great improvement. The καὶ before 
redela seems to exist only in Kb, For οἰκοδομική Ramsauer conjec~ 
tures οἰκοδόμησιν, ‘This is plausible; / Met. Θ. 6, quoted in note 
on Χ, 4.1 ἃ, 14, where we find ἰσχνασία μάϑησις βάδισιε οἰκοδόμησις. 


174 «14. 


4.16. 


«. 30. 
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aa. 


(= the arf of building) is not quite in place here, where we are 10 
think of the process of building. Perhaps the οἰκοδομιεῆ τελοία of 
the MSS, is a cues οἵ οἰκοδομία, καὶ τελεία. 


Bde the meaning being—‘it (ce. motion) is perfect, then 
viewed cither in the whole time of its duration, or at the moment 
when it reaches its end.’ This meaning is quite satisfactory; tet 
Tam not at all sure that the text on which it relies is sound. ΓΝ 
MP, and BY have ἢ ἐν ὅπαντι δὴ τῷ χρόνῳ τούτῳ. Instead of the 
second 7 of Bekker’s text, Ob and Paris. rqry7 have δά, which 
they omit after ἅπαντι, This misplaced δή was perhaps the origin 
of the second 7. This supposition seems to be supported by ΚΡ, 
Cambr, and ΒΡ, which, omitting δῇ with Ob and Paris. cqty 
after ἅπαντι, read ἢ not δή before τούτῳ, Of recorded MSS. only 
CCC, NC, and B' have doth δή (after ἅπαντι) and Bekker’s second §. 
The MS. authority for ἢ ἐν ἅπαντι δὴ τῷ χρόνῳ ἢ τούτῳ ἧς thus 
decidedly weak. The reading of L>, ΜΡ, and Β᾽.-- ἐν ἅπαντι δὲ τῷ 
χρόνῳ rovrg—accepted by Michelet, requires us to explain ᾧ as 
= ἤτοι : ‘motion is perfect when it has effected its end—shas ἐς, 
is perfect in respect of the whole time needed for effecting its end’ 
ποτῷ χρόνῳ τούτῳ being, as Michelet explains, equivalent to τῷ χρῶνψ 
τοῦ ποιῆσαι OF οἰκοδομῆσαι, 


we must cither retain τοῦ χρόνον, or accept Bywater's “fort. τῷ χρῶψ 
secludendum I hardly think that one can go the length of 
saying with Bywater (Conirib, p. 67)—' The vulgate reading ἐν δὲ 
τοῖς μέρεσι τοῦ χρόνον may be dismissed at once as sods ta τς 
erroneous view as to the sense of μέρεσι, which stands for the 
various parts of the work, as is shown by the explanation which 
follows, ἡ γὰρ τῶν λίθων σύνθεσιε ..᾿ Notwithstanding the * exphi- 
nation,’ I think that the context, whth {ts contrast between ὧν τῷ 
ἅπαντι χρόνῳ and ἐν ὀτφοῦν χρόνῳ, allows us to retain (if otherwise 
desirable) the vulgate ἐν τοῖς μέρεσι τοῦ χρόνου, 


πᾶσαι] sc. αἱ κινήσεις. 
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ἡ γὰρ τῶν λίθων σύνθεσις] ‘the fitting together of the stones’ 2740,93, 
afler they have been hewn; not, as Grant says, ‘the collection of 
the stones, I believe that here ἡ τῶν λίθων σύνθεσις means the 
fitting together of the separate drums composing one column. 


ῥοβδώσεως} Coracs’ note here is ‘ ῥάβδωσιν κίονός ἔστιν ἦ τῇ τῶν 5. 84. 
Γάλλων φωνῇ cannelure (i.e. fluting) λεγομένη, καὶ ῥαβδωτὸρ κίων ἡ 
colonne cannelée’ What does Mich. Eph. mean by saying here— 
ῥάβδωσιν δὲ κίονος λέγει τὴν κατὰ μῆκος τοῦ κίονος πῆξιν ἥ γίγνεται ὅταν. 
πρὸ ὀρθὰς γωνίας ἵσταται ἢ See Pacctolatt and Forcellint s.v. stria 
Ξεπτύξ-: ῥάβδωσις. Hesych. has mriéis=the act of making a rig 
or fold, Is the πῆξιν of Mich, Eph, a corruption of mrigw? 


τῆς τοῦ ναοῦ ποιήσεωτ] I think that Stahr is wrong in translating 
—‘ die Herstellung der Tempelcella.’ Naée is indeed sometimes 
used technically for the cella, or inner part of the iepér—as perhaps 
by the Schol. (cod. H) on Thue. iv. 90 ἱερὸν ναοῦ διαφέρει" ἱερὸν μὲν 
αὐτὸς ὁ προσιερωμένος τόπος τῷ θεῷ" νεὼς δὲ ἔνθα ἵδρυται οὐτὸ τὸ ἄγαλμα τοῦ 
ϑεοῦ. But here since the ποίησις τοῦ ναοῦ is contrasted, as τελεία, with 
the ποίησις τοῦ μέρους, οἷον τῆς κρηπῖδος, which is ἀτελής, it is necessary 
tounderstand by ναόν the whole demple: 80 the Paraph.—rie γὰρ ὅλης 
ποιήσεως, φέρε εἰπεῖν, τοῦ ναοῦ ἑτέρα ἡ τῶν λίθων σύνθεσις ex. 


ἡ μὲν τοῦ ναοῦ τελεία] At the last moment of the whole ποίησε a. 8. 
there exists a perfect product, which has just burst into existence 
as a perfect product ; the last touch has been given which makes 
the ποίησιν the ἐσχάτη ὕλη of the resultant yoppi—and, except as 
logically distinguished, identical with that μορφή, or eor—sce Met, 
H. 6, 1045 Ὁ. 18. The words καὶ ἣ piv τοῦ ναοῦ ποίησις τελεία are 
thus equivalent to καὶ ᾧ μὲν ὅλη ποίησις τελεῖα---τουτέστιν Grav ποιήσῃ 
τὸν νεών : ‘when the temple is made, the process of building has 
realised its end; the plan requires nothing more: but the processes 
of constructing the foundations, and carving the triglyphs, do not 
Tealise the end of the work.’ 


κρηπῖδος] ' the foundation ‘—lit. ‘ the boot.” = 26, 


‘spryhipou] ‘the triglyphs’ (in the Doric temple)—tablets divided 
into vertical flat bands by grooves—were placed above the architrave 
at equal intervals (one over every column, and one between) along 
the frieze. ‘They probably represent the ends of beams in the old 
wooden temples. The spaces between them were originally open 
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1174 4.86. (ral, hence the term perdmg), but afterwards filled in and orns- 


mented with sculptures, 


9.27. ἐν ὁτῳοῦν χρόνῳ] ‘at any moment’ (Peters). 
0.29, ἀλλ᾽ εἴπερ, ἐν τῷ ἅπαντι] “In the whole time of its duration’ 1 
agree with Grant that these words are against reading ἢ τούτῳ in 


ἃ. 21. 


4.90. ἢ 8, ἡ φορά] Soe Phys, vii. 2. 243 a. 6 ἐπεὶ δὲ τρῶς εἰσὶ κινήσει ἢ 
τε κυτὸ τόσον wal κατὰ τὸ ποιὸν καὶ κατὰ τὸ ποσόν, ἀνάγκη καὶ τὰ κινούμενα 
τρία εἶναι" ἡ μὲν οὖν κατὰ τύπον φορά, ἡ δὲ κατὰ τὸ ποιὸν ἀλλοίωσεε, ἢ δὲ «τὰ 
τὸ ποσὸν οὔξησιε καὶ φθίσιν, 


Δ. 82. τὸ γὰρ πόθεν ποῖ οὐ τὸ αὐτό] ‘the whence—whither,’ ἡ ¢ "space 
traversed,’ ig not the same: and sometimes, of course, aupres Καὶ 
differ as taking place in opposite directions over the same space. 


a. 84. γραμμήν] Ramsauer appositely quotes Eurip. 27. 953— 
ὧδέ τις κακοῦργον Sy 
μὴ μοι, τὸ πρῶτον Bis’ ἐὰν δράμῃ καλῶς, 
νικᾶν δοκείτω τὴν δίκην, πρὶν ἂν πόλον 
γραμμῆς ἵκηται καὶ τέλος κάμψῃ βίου. 


b.3. ἐν ἄλλοις] in the Piysies. 


ἔοικε δ᾽ οὔκ ἐν ἅπαντι χρόνῳ τελεία εἶναι, ἀλλ᾽ at πολλαὶ ἀτελαῖη! 
‘motion is not perfect at any time you take it (ὃν ἅπαντι εν Grete), 
but the many motions into which a given motion may be resolved 
(e.g. the whole motion from starting-point to goal in the cours 
may be resolved into the motion over the first hundred yards, the 
motion over the second hundred yards, and so on) are imperfect, 
and differ specifically, since different spaces traversed, or different 
directions over the same space, make the motions traversing them, 
or it, specifically different.” So the Paraph—rois μὲν σἂν dep 
περὶ κινήσεως λόγους ἐν DXoww ἐποιησόμεθα. Τοῦτο δὲ μένον ὡταῦδα clade 
ἀναγκαῖον, ὅτε οὐκ ἐν παντὶ χρόνῳ τελεία ἐστὶν ἡ κίνησις, ἀλλ᾽ ἂν πῷ Dp 
Αἱ δὲ ἐν τοῖς μέρεσι τοῦ ὅλον χρόνου κινήσεις, ἀτελεῖς εἰσί, καὶ διαφέρουσιν, 
ἀλλήλων τῷ εἴδει, This interpretation seems to me to be that 
required by the context, in which ‘a whole motion’ and the 
* paris’ into which it may be resolved have been distinguished, I 
take it that the clause b. § εἴπερ τὸ πόβεν ποῖ εἴδοποιάν can be 
explained only in connexion with ἃ, 32 τὸ γὰρ αύϑεν met σὺ τὸ αὐτό 


ἰδ! 
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«rX., where the specifically distinct motions are the ‘parts’ of 274 v. 8. 
ἃ ‘whole motion.’ Another interpretation is given by Mich, Eph., 
who takes αἱ πολλαί to mean * most motions,’ é.¢, all motions except 
circular motion, which alone is ‘ perfect." He says—rd wohhal 
πρόσαειται διὰ τὸς κυκλοφορίαν αὗται γὰρ αἱ κινήσεις ἀεὶ ἐν τέλει, καὶ 
εἴρηται πῶς ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ τῆς περὶ οὐρανοῦ πραγματείαν, Ramsauer, 
adopting this interpretation, conjectures b. 3 οὐδ' ἐν τῷ ἅπαντι χρόνῳ, 
(NC and Paris. 1853 support this conjecture so far a3 οὐδ᾽ is 
concemed), and explains by reference to Phys. 6. 8. 264 b. 27— 
“hoc quidem ὅτε al πολλαὶ τῶν κινήσεων 5, Φορῶν οὐδ᾽ ἐν τῷ ἅπαντι χρόνῳ 
τέλειαι per Physicorum auctoritatem stat (“Zoue”): ν, Θ, 8. § δὲ τοῦ 
αύκλου συνάπτει καὶ ἔστι μόνη τέλειοε 264 Ὁ. 27 8.; Chjus rei causa est 
quod reliquac, quum in infinitum abire nequeant, necessario 
aliquando sistantur et interpowiti quiete de novo incipiantur 
ζάστανται, divardyrrovow).” I think itis very unlikely that, if Aristode 
had wished to say that all motions, except κυκλοφορία, are ἀτελεῖε, he 
would have begun with the general statement that  modton {κίνησις 
—not Ramsauer’s αἱ πολλαὶ τῶν κινήσεων) is not perfect even (οὐδ 
in the whole ume of iis continuance.’ Of course if Aristotle had 
written the al πολλαὶ τῶν κινήσεων οὐδ᾽ dv τῷ ἅπαντι χρόνῳ τέλειαι of 
Ramsauer’s note, I should have had nothing to say. 


§ 4. ἕτεραι] ἡδονή and κίνησιε, v8, 


καὶ ἐκ τοῦ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι κινεῖσθαι μὴ ἐν χρόνῳ] This is another Ὁ. 6, 
argument to show that ἡδονή Is ὅλυν τι, and therefore not κίνησις, 


τὸ γὰρ ἐν τῷ νῦν ὅλον τι] Mich. Eph. has—xpévow κὸ ἄτομον εἶπε Ὁ. 0. 
νῦν. δέδεικται δ' ἐν τῇ φυσικῇ ἀκροάσει ἐν τῷ ἕξτῳ βιβλίῳ ὅτι ἐν τῷ 
ἀμερεῖ καὶ ἀτόμῳ viv οὔνε κινεῖσθαΐ τι οὔτε ἠρεμεῖν δύνατοι, ἄλλ᾽ οὐδὲ 
γίνεσθαι ἢ φθείρεσθαι, See Phys. vi. 3. 233 Ὁ. 33 94. 


τὴν ἡδονήν so Bekker and Bywater with the codd. Susemihl, b. 10. 
following Ramsauer's conjecture, reads rir ἡδονῆς. This reading, 1 
think, has much in its favour. The καί (Ὁ. 9) before ὅτι seems to 
introduce a new point (the words b, 6 δῆλον οὖν de ὅτεραί τ᾿ dv εἶεν 
ἀλλήλων Mean oie ἐστὶν ἡ ἡδονὴ κίνησιε: he now adds ἡδονῆς οὐκ ἔστε 
«ἰνησιε), and the words Ὁ, 13 οὐδὲ δὴ ἡδονῆς sccm to give the con- 
¢lusion of the argument establishing the new point. 


In Ὁ. 13 the reading of8erds (cod, Tumebi) for οὐθέν is plainly a 
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UTA 10. blunder: οὐδὲ τούτων οὐδενὺς κίνησις οὐδὲ γένεσιε would merely repeat 


‘what has just been said. 
οὐ γὰρ πάντων ταῦτα λέγεται] ταῦτα are κίνησις and γένεσιε. 


Ὁ.χ4, ᾧ δ. Αἰσθήσεως δὲ πάσης κτλ. The apodosis of this sentence 


8.3.8. 


begins b. 18 with καδ' ἀκάστην δὲ (Bekker and Susemihl read off 
ἕκοστον δέ; Bywater restores ἐκήστην from ΜῊ and Alex.—see By- 
water's Conértd., p. 68, and reads δή with Lambinus and Ras 
—see Forsch. p. 102). After οἴσϑησιν Ὁ, τό, τ', LY, OF, Al, BY 
BY, CCC, NC, and Cambr, read κειμένων, Of recorded authorities 
only Ke, Mb, and apparently Alexander Aphrod. (who quotes this 
Passage ἀπορίαι καὶ λύσεις iv. 14. p. 258 sq. Spengel) omit κειμένων. 

The doctrine of this section is shortly, that pleasure attends 
function which are in correspondence with environment; and that 
functions which maintain the most perfect correspondence with the 
best environment open to the organism are the most perfectly 
pleasant, For J. 5. Mill's estimate of this doctrine (Zxxammuatior 
of Sir. W. Hamilton's Philosophy: ch. 25), see nole on VE 
12, 8ν ἃ, 15. 


ἢ ἐν ᾧ ἐστί τὸ ζβον (Mich. Eph). 


§6.] Pleasure perfects function; but not as the object and 
faculty of sense (τὸ αἰσθητόν re καὶ ἡ οἴσθησνι), if good, * perfect” it. 
The difference between these two modes of * perfecting” fursetion is 
like that between the ways in which health i ‘caused —by = 
healthy constitution, and the doctor respectively. A healthy con 
stitution ({. 4. the principle of health within a man) is the * formal 
cause,’ and the doctor is the ‘efficient cause ‘of health ik is by 
operating as a formal principle, then, that pleasure * 
function; whereas the object and faculty of sensation * perfect "if 
by their πεῖσαι operation. According to the doctrine of de Aa. 
iii, 2, 425 Ὁ. 25 the sensible object, a8 actually perceived, ie 
identical with the actual perception exerted by the faeulty of sense 
—the two are only different aspects of the same thing: ᾧ δὲ τοῦ 
αἰσθητοῦ ἐνέργεια καὶ rie οἰσθήσεων ἡ αὑτὴ μὲν ἐστε καὶ pio, τὸ 2 εἶναι νὸ 
ταὐτὸν αὐταῖς. ‘The αἰσθητάν per se is δυνάμει ὄν, παν Blow, 
αἰσθητικόν) per se is likewise δυνάμει ὅν: they are two relele which 
have no actual existence, or ἐνέργεια, apart from each other: 
‘environment’ has no meaning except in relation to ‘organ,’ and 
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“organ has no meaning except in relation to ‘environment,’ The 1174 6.23. 


reality of the two is ‘correspondence " or ‘function.’ Τὸ αἰσθητάν 
τε καὶ ἡ οἴσθησιε, then, ‘perfect " ἐνόργεια in the sense of ‘effecting * 
it. Itis the outcome of the joint efficiency of these two Burdens. 
But pleasure does not ‘ perfect’ ἐνέργεια in the sense of ‘effecting,’ 
or producing it. Pleasure is that without which the form of ἐνέργεια. 
produced, would not be per/ecé. It is the ‘formal perfection’ of 
ἐνέργεια---α perfection, however, which in § 8 is described as 
supervening {ἐπιγεγνόμενόν τι τόλον Ὁ, 33): which means that it ignot 
the immanent τέλον, or ultimate raryon d¥tre of the dézyua—that 
lie deeper—but a sort of beauty (ὥρα Ὁ. 33) which reveals ὠύργεια 
to sense, and may indeed easily be mistaken for the reality of ἐνέργεια 
itself (§§ 10, 11, and ch. 5, §§ 6, 7); for the illusion of sense— 
"Beauty is its own excuse for being’—is always powerful within 
as 

Mich. Eph, has an instructive comment on this section, which he 
understands as I have explained it above—except that he falls into 
the error (I think) of making the construction—ai τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ 
τρόπον τελειοῖ τὴν ἐνέργειαν ἡ ἡδονή, καὶ τὴν αἴσθησιν τὸ αἰσθητὸν καὶ ᾧ 
αἴσθησις : after remarking that τὸ αἰσϑητόν perfects’ the αἴσϑησις (or 
αἰσθητικόν) ὡς ἄγον αὐτὴν ἀπὸ rie δυνάμεως εἰς τὸ ἐνεργεῖν, καὶ ποιοῦν 
αὐτὴν ἐνόργειαν, and referring to de An. iii, 2. 425 b. 25, he goes on 
to draw the parallels οἰσθητόν---ἰατρόρ (both external to τὸ ἐνεργοῦν), 
and ἡδονή---ὑγίεια (both in τὸ ἐνεργοῦν). -- καὶ ἔστι τὸ αἰσθητὸν ἐκτός αὐτοῦ 
τοῦ αἰσθανυμένον καὶ ἐνεργοῦντος, καὶ πρότερον τῆς κατ᾽ ἐνέργειαν οἰσθήσεων" 
ᾧ δ᾽ ἡδονὴ οὐχ οὕτωε ὄχει πρὸε τὴν ἐνέργειαν οὗ γόρ ἐστιν αὐτῆς ἐκτός, οὐδὲ 
πρότερον ταύτης, ἀλλ ἅμα τὲ ἐστι καὶ οὐκ ἔστι" καὶ χωρισθῆναι τῆν ἐνεργείας 
ΝΜ ἢ ἐστὴν οὐ Brava, τελειοῦν δὲ λέγετον τὴν ἐνέργειαν ἡ ἡδονὴ ὧν ovr 
αὐξουσα, . ... doe yap ὁ ἰατρός φησι καὶ ἢ ὑγεία' αἴτιον τοῦ ὑγειαίνειν τὸ 
Gor, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μὲν ἰατρὸς ἐκτός ἐστι τοῦ ὑγιαίνοντος καὶ πρότερον ὁ ἰἸατρόε" 
ὅτε γὰρ ἐνύσει ὁ in’ αὐτοῦ ὑγιοσθεῖι, ἰατρὸς μὲν ἣν ὁ Ἰασάμενο τὸν νοσοῦν- 
το, ὁ δὲ ὑγιωσθεὴς ὑγιὴς οὐκ ἦν" ἡ δὲ ὑγεία οὐκ ἐκτόε ἐστι τοῦ ὑγιαίνοντοε, 
ἄλλ᾽ ἐν αὐτῷ ἐστὶν be μέρος ἢ ζξιε" ἐν γὰρ τῇ συμμετρίᾳ τῶν ἐν αὐτῷ χυμῶν 
ἰχωρίστωι ἦ ὑγεία, ἔων ἂν 
ὑγωωίνῃ" οὕτω καὶ ἡ ἡδονὴ συνυπάρχει τῇ ἐνεργείᾳ ἐφ᾽ ἢ ylverat . . . τὸ μὲν 
αἰσθητῶν τελειοῖ τὴν αἴσθησιν ὧς ἐκευλούμενον καὶ ἄγον αὐτὴν ἀπὸ τοῦ 
δυνάμει ets ἐνέργειαν, ἐκτὸς ἂν καὶ πρότερον ris évepyelas «. « ἦ δὲ ἡδονὴ 
react τὴν ἐνέργειαν ὧν συναύξουσά τα καὶ συντηροῦσα eal μένειν οἰονεὶ 
ἀναπείϑονσα. 

‘The Paraphrast falls into the strange error of making the doctor, 
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1274 b. 23. or efficient cause (§ 6), answer to pleasure in the comparison, thus 


ignoring the point on which Aristotle's whole 

that pleasure is a sort of immanent final (or formal) cxuse—some- 
thing, at any rate, which can only with difficulty be distinguished 
fromm the final cause of the ἐνέργεια, and indeed was identified 
with the ἐνέργεια at its best by the writer of Book vii, The 
Paraphrast's words ἄγο-- καθάπερ οὐδὲ ἡ ὑγίεια κοὶ ὁ ἱατρὸς Spoles eins 
εἰσι τοῦ ὑγιαίναιν" ἡ μὲν γὰρ αὐτὴ ποιεῖ μὴ οὖσαν τὴν τοῦ ὑγιοίνειν ἐνέργειαν, 
ὁ δὲ συντηρεῖ καὶ φυλάττει, καὶ ὅπως παραμείνῃ ζητεῖ, “Bre δὲ οὐδ᾽ ὥσπερ, 
τὸ αἰσθητὸν τελειοῖ τὴν αἴσθησιν, ἢ τὸ διανοητὸν τὴν διάνοιαν, οὕτω καὶ § ἡδονὴ 
τελοιοῖ τὴν ὀνέργοιαν αὐτῶν. Ἢ μὲν γὰρ die, καὶ τὰ ἀντωνέμεναν, ἀπὸ τοῦ 
δυνείμει εἰς τὸ ἐνεργείᾳ προάγουσι τὴν ἐνεργείαν" ἦ δὲ ἡδονὴ τῷ ἐνεργείᾳ, 
γενομένῃ συμπεφνκυῖα συντηρεῖ καὶ φυλάττει, Πείθει γὰρ ἐνεργῶν § ἐπὶ 
αὐτῷ ἡδονή. According to this, ἡδονή is ‘called in,” Hke a doctor, by 
ἐνέργεια, Peters scems to understand the relation between jong and 
ἐνέργεια in the same way, for in a note on p. 329 he says—the only 
analogy between pleasure and the doctor is that both “ complete 
the activity” from outside,'—but see Z. WV, i. 8. 12 οὐδὲν δὴ mpeoterra: 
τὴς ἡδονῆς ὁ βίοι αὐτῶν ὥσπερ περιάπτον rade, ἀλλ᾽ Tye τὴν Glowde ἐν 
ἐαυτῷ---α statement which the theories of Book x and Book vii 
merely expand and develop. The reason why the Paraph. falls 
into the error noticed is that he does not see that the words b. 25 
Gone . . . b. 26 ὑγιαίνειν are merely parenthetical, giving ὑγίεια and 
ἰατρός a3 familiar instances of a formal and an efficient cause 
respectively. It so happens that ὑγίωα is a ἔξιε; and, as in §8 
ἡδονῇ is said not to ‘ perfect ἐνέργεια as der does, the conclusion ix 
drawn by the Paraph. here that it must do so as the Lerpée does! 
But it is τὸ αἰσθητόν re καὶ ἡ οἴσθησιε (parallel to the Larpés) of § 6 10 
which the Zs of § 8 corresponds; while ὅδανῇ, which in § 6 is 
parallel to ὑγίεια, is described in § 8 as ἐπιγωόμινόν τι τόλοε, olor τοῖν 
ἀκμαίοις ἢ ὥρα. 


§ 7.1 This section (Susemihl is wrong in saying that it ἧς omined 
by the Paraph—sce his καὶ μάλιστα p. 2x6. 34 Heylbut) is 
bracketed by Zell, Ramsauer, and Susemibl, because it repeats 
what has already been said in § 5. It may be noted that there ἴσ 
another repetition of the same in the latter part of § 8, b. 33 der 
fv... 1875 ἃ. 3 γίνεσθαι, Are the passages § 6, b. 23 ob τὸν αὐτῶν 
---§ 7, b. 31 πεισομένου and § 8, b gt rea... a. 8. γάνσδω 
‘duplicates?’ 
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§ 8. οὐχ ὡς ἡ this ἐνυπάρχουσα] * Pleasure perfects its function, 1174.32. 


not as a habit does by subsisting in the agent, but as a supervening 
end. Rassow (“orsch. p. 70) and Susemihl omit ἡ with LY, MY. 
I think that jis necessary, We are to think of a given ἐνέργεια in 
connexion with if own parent ἕξις, a8 we are to think of it in 
connexion with its own (οἰκεία) ἡδονή. A formed habit, subsisting 
permanently in the agent, ‘perfects’ the ἐνέργεια which proceeds 
from it, in the sense of easily ‘effecting’ it (ee note on x. 4. 6), 
or constantly realising itself in it: cf li. 7. 6 τέλον δὲ πάσηρ dvepyeing 
ἐστὶ τὸ κοτὰ τὴν tw. Thus, the éfie of the ἀνδρεῖος realises itself in 
certain ἐνέργειαι---τὰ κατὰ τὴν dedprian—which it tends to produce as 
perfect (ré\ea) as may be, ἢ δ, a8 well fitted as may be to take their 
place in the permanent system of things in relation to which all 
virtuous Yar are formed. Ἐνέργειαι externally indistinguishable 
from τὰ κατὰ τὴν ἀνδρείαν, but not proceeding from the é£er, are drehy— 
in the sense of failing to fit into that permanent system of καλοὶ 
πράξεις in relation to which all virtuous éées are formed. "Eées, then, 
is the organic source from which ἐνέργεια springs; and the * perfec 
tion” which it confers on ἐνέργεια ἐξ that of permanence and fitness 
for permanent system. But ἡδονῇ is not the organic source of 
ἐνέργεια; it ἰδ rather a sort of end—the beauty of ἐνέργεια itself, 
when once it has ‘risen up into the borders of light” As such, it 
sustains and strengthens ἐνέργεια (see x. 5. 2)—Iin some such way 
as the πρῶτον κινοῦν moves the universe—not mechanically, but by 
the attraction of beauty (Met. A. 7. 1072 b. 3 κινεῖ δὲ cre ἐρώμενον). 
‘As was remarked on vii, 12. 3, a 15, Aristotle's theary does not 
profess to tell us what ἡδονή is ax a psychological or physiological 
phenomenon, but what it docs, It is a theory with a directly 
practical aim. 


οἷον τοῖς ἀκμαίοις ¥ dpa] sc. ἐπεγίνεται, 


τὸ κρῖνον ἢ θεωροῦν) τὸ κρῖνον answers to τὸ αἰσθητόν (αἴσϑησιε is b, 84. 


χριτική : see note On ii, g. 8 ἐν τῇ αἰσθήσει ἡ κρίσιε), and θεωροῦν to 
νοητόν. 


ὁμοίων γὰρ ὄντων] see note on Vi. 1. 5, ἃ, 8 πρὸς γὰρ τὰ τῷ γίνεν ΤῸ α. 1. 


ὅτερα κατ. 


καὶ πρὸς ἄλληλα τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον ἐχόντων] This means that, if the 
relation between such corresponding (Guo) faculties and objects 
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1175 w. 1, experienced as pleasant, remains unchanged, it will continue to be 
experienced as pleasant, 


a 9. πῶς οὖν οὐδεὶς συνεχῶς ἥδεται ;] Why then does the relation 
not remain unchanged? Why is it that no man experiences 
pleasure continually ? 


a4, 4 κάμνει ;7 ‘Is it not that man grows weary?’ Grant quotes 
appositely Afe/. ©, 8, rogo Ὁ. 22 διὸ αἰεὶ ἐνεργεῖ ἥλεος καὶ ἄστρα end 
ὅλον ὁ οὐρανόε, κοὶ οὐ φοβερὸν μὴ nore στῇ͵ ὃ φοβοῦνται of περὶ φώσεωε. 
οὐδὲ κάμνει τοῦτο δρῶντα οὐ γὰρ περὶ τὴν δύναμιν τῆς ἀντεφάσοων αὐτοῖς 
οἷον τοῖα φθαρτοῖν, ἡ κίνησια, ὥστε ἐπίπονον εἶναι τὴν συνέχειων τῆν «νῆ- 
eae’ ἡ γὰρ οὐσία ὕλη καὶ δύναμις οὖσα, οὐκ ἐνέργεια, αἰτία τούνου, See 
notes on vii. 14. 8, 


a5. οὗ γίνεται οὖν οὐδ᾽ ἡδονή] Ramsauer reads in the text afier joo) 
the συνεχῆς required by the sense, The Paraph. bas bere dwepqone 
δ᾽ ἂν ne εἰ τοῦτο οὕτως ἔχει, πῶρ οὐδεὶρ οὕτων ἐνεργῶν συνεχῶφ ἥδεται. 
Πρὸς ὁ ῥητέον, ὅτι κάμνει πάντα τὰ ἀνθρώπεια, καὶ ob δύναται συνεχῶς 
ἐνῳγᾶν. Διὰ τοῦτο οὐδὲ ἥδεσθαι δύναται συνεχῶς, ἐπεὶ ἡ ἡδονὴ τῇ ἐνεργείᾳ 
ἀκολονθεῖ-- ἀ if he read in the text :-- πῶν οὖν oldie συνεχῶα ἥδεται 
ἢ silanes πάντα τὰ ἀνθρώπεια καὶ ἀδυνατεῖ (or οὗ δύνατοι) συνεχῶς ἐνεργεῖν; 
οὗ γίνεται οὖν οὐδ᾽ ἡ ἡδυνὴ συννχήτ᾽ ἕπεται γὰρ τῇ ἐνεργείᾳ. NC onsite 
γάρ after mira a, 4, and reads καὶ οὗ δυνατεῖ (sic). Paris. 185g bas 
καὶ ἀδυνατεῖ. 1 think that some such reconstruction of the text as 
that suggested by the Paraphrast’s version is necessary. 


ἕπεται] see notes on vii. 9. 6, b. 34 and ix. 7. 6, a. ἄχ, 


7, διὰ τοὐτό] ΚΡ, Ot—ite, διὰ τὸ ἡμᾶν ἀδυνατεῖν συνεχῶς ἀνεργεν. 
Other authorities have διὰ ταῦτα or (NC and Paris. 1855) retra 
alone. 


παρακέκλητοι ν.]. παρακέαλιται, 


μετέπειτα δ᾽ οὐ] After ob CCC, NC, Cambr., and other authori- 
ies (see Susemih! and Bywater) read γίνεται, 


0.16, § 10. καὶ τὸ ζῆν δή] Bekker, following the codd, bas δὲ, 
Susemihl and Bywater, following Aretinus, read δῇς. 


εὐλόγως οὖν καὶ τῆς ἡδονῆς ἐφίενται] “All seck after pleasure’ — 
this is only what we might expect from the intimate association of 


sill 
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pleagure with life: it does not prove the position of Eudoxus that 2175 «. 16. 


‘pleasure is the chief good.’ 


δ 1. ἀφείσθω ἐν τῷ παρόντι] OF course there can be no doubt α. 19. 


about the answer. As a biologist, Aristotle would tell us that 
function is the end, not the pleasure of function. At the bottom 
of the series of ἔμψνχα we see plants performing function without 
the inducement of pleasure; and at the top of the series we see 
the ἀνδρεῖοε doing a last act of duty which involves the renunciation 
of all that is dear to sense, Mich. Eph. has an interesting 
comment here—el μὲν ἦν ἡ ἡδυνὴ vidoe τῆς ἐνεργείας ὧν ἡ οἰκία τῆν 
οἰκοδομήσεων καὶ ἡ ὑγίεια τῆς ὑγιάνσεων ... ἣν ἂν ἡ ἐνέργεια καὶ τὸ ζῆν 
χάριν rhe ἠδονῆτ..... ὀπεὶ δ' οὐκ ἔστι τέλον, ἀλλ᾽ οἷον τέλος, ὧν «ἔρηται, 
οὖκ ἂν εἴημεν αἱρούμενοι τὸ ζῆν διὰ τὴν ἡδονήν, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον ταύτην διὰ τὸ 
{ir He goes on to argue that ἡδονῇ ig not the end, but ἐνέργεια, 
because there are virtuous actions which we choose to perform, 
although they are not pleasant, but painful—srn δὲ μᾶλλον γὴν 
ἡδονὴν διὰ τὰρ ἐνεργείας καὶ τὸ ζῆν διώκομεν ἐκ τῶνδε μᾶλλυν ἄν ree 
πιστεύσειε" καὶ πρῶτον ἐκ τῶν κατ' ἀρετὴν ἐνεργειῶν" εἰ γὰρ καὶ ὅτι μάλιστα 
ἡδιδαΐ εἰσιν οὗτοι, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τῆν ἡδονῆς ἕνεκα σπουδάζονται' πολλὸς γὰρ τῶν 
κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν ἐνεργειῶν αἱρούμεθα καίτοι λύπην καὶ πόνων αἰτίαν οὔσας, ive ἐπὶ 
τῶν κατὰ τὴν ἀνδρείαν ἐνεργειῶν" καίτοι ἔδεε ταύτας μισεῖν καὶ φεύγειν «ἶ 
τὰς ἐνεργείας χάριν rie ἡδονῆς αἱρούμεθα" καὶ ἔκ τοῦ ἐναντίον πᾶσαν 
ἐνέργειαν μετὸ σπουδῇς ἐνεργεῖν ἡ ἔπεται ἡδονή" ἀλλὰ τίς ἂν εἰ μὴ μαίνοιτο, 
πράττειν ἂν καὶ ἐνεργεῖν ἀνώσχοιτο, ols ἕπονται τῶν ἡδονῶν αἱ alexpérnres ; 
wes. ὥστε δῆλον ὅτι τὰρ forbs αἱρούμεθα διὰ τὰν κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν ἐνεργείαεν 


CHAPTER V. 
ARGUMENT. 


Since cack function has tts ovon pleasure which perfects and ougments it, and 
since functions differ specifically—e. ον thinking, seeing, Aearing, differ, at 
functions, specifically—it follews that Pleasures alse differ specifcalty. 

That this is τα is plain, not only from the fact that its own pleasure perfects 
and augments a function—e. g. pleasure in working out geometrical problems 
makes one work thes out Setter—but alro from the fact that one Junction is 
dinypedted by the presence of the plearure which delongs te another function—e. g- 


1176 0.23. 
a 23. 
a. 24. 
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@ person τοῖο is fond of music cannot attend te x pileephicnl déecassiém, if Mi 
overkenr some one playing the fute: éudeect ax alien sleastere interferes with « 
function alwasct ax muck az its own pain does—by * tose (obethe cea, 
ἃ pleasure or a prin’) ἢ mean that which attends the performance of the fanctima 
ἐπεῦ. 


Functions, then, differing as xvod and bad, Plecsures wil! αὐ βὲν ax good ant 
Sad. The Pleasures which belong ts good functions are good, those aobich belong 
10 bad frnetioas are bad. 

His own Pleasure belongs more intimately to « function than doce the appetic 
τρά σελ actuate: the function; the appetite ἐν distinct im tiene amd im mature free 
the fucition, but she pleasure is 50 closely bownd up with the frewotion, thet seme 
twould identify them—erroncously, of course, for plearure is wet thinking or 


thought, 

‘Animals have Afioai seater ar they have diferent functions, according 
to their races: asses prifer hay to gold, a1 Heraclitus says, Within the Neiman 
race, however, individuals differ muck im the plearurts they Here oe 
standard must atways be the Geod Mam. The plearures he 
those which perfect the performance of the good fumctions is which 
cousists—are good. They are resl—distivctioely Uumas Nearures > thon pre 
Served by disordered matures are not really plearwres. 


$1, ἑτέρων sc. τῷ εἴδει. 
οὕτω γὰρ φαίνεται sc, τελειούμενα. 


καὶ γραφὴ καὶ ἄγαλμα] Bekker has ἀγάλματα. Bywater restores 
the singular from ΚΡ, Cambr, has καὶ ἄγαλμα καὶ γραφῇ. 


5.38. ξ 3. αὐταί] οὐταί, the reading of ΚΡ, is accepted by Bekker and 


Bywater, All other authorities (except 7 which has αὗται αὐταί, 
give ara: {Ξε αἱ xara ris αἰσθήσει), accepted by Susemihl. Reading 
aivai, we are to understand that there is a generic difference be 
tween al τῆς διανοίας ἐνέργειοι and af sank ris οἰσθήσειε, and that 
under each genus there are specific differences. 


φονείη δ᾽ ἂν τοῦτο καὶ ἐκ τοῦ συνῳκειῶσϑαι. oe | 
ἡδονὰς τῷ εἴδει διαφέρειν, and another reagon (eal) for 
statement {s that pleasures are ‘akin’ to (συνφενῶσθαι 
youn (and ἐνέργειαι differ τῷ εἴϑει) which they ‘ perfect” 
are ‘akin’ to them (οἰκεῖαι) is shown by the fact that they 
them (συναύξουσι a. 36)—the conclusion being a 36 
δὲ ὁ καὶ τὰ οἰκεῖα ἕτερα τῷ εἴδει, The distinction 
AB τελειοῦσα τὴν ἐνέργειαν and a8 συναύξουσα τὴν ὀνέργειαν, 
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ἃ. very subtle one; perhaps it may be sufficiently explained, if we 1175 α, 99. 
say that the term συμούξουσα seems to express, more distinctly 

than the term τελειοῦσω, what ἡδονῇ does: e.g, in the case of the 
φιλόμουσοι--- μᾶλλον γὰρ ἕκαστα «ρίνουσι καὶ ἐξακριβοῦσιν (§ 2): ἡ wie 

οἰκεία ἡδονὴ ἐξακριβοῖ τὰε ἐνεργείας καὶ χρονιωτέρας καὶ βιλτίονε ποιεῖ 

(ξ 6). 


ἐπιδιδόασιν εἰς τὸ οἰκεῖον ἔργον] ‘improve in their work.” 4. 85. 
συναύξουσι δὲ at ἡδοναί] Susemihl reads δή. I prefer δέ, 0.38. 
ξ 8. τοῦτ᾽] τὸ τὰν ἥδονὰν τῷ εἴδει διοφέρειν.. b, 2, 
κατακούσωσιν] * overhear,’ me 


ξ 4. ἀρεσκόμενοι, οἷον κα Bekker after K> and ΜῈ omits οἷον τ Ὁ, 21 
But οἷον, the reading of 1, O>, CCC, Cambr, NC, BY 
accepted by Susemilil and Bywater, is probably right. 


§ δ. δῆλον ὡς πολὺ διεστᾶσιν) 4c, ὅ οἰκεία ἡδονῇ and ἢ ἀλλοτρία. b, 15. 
‘They differ (sc. in relation to a given ἐνέργεια) almost as much as 
ἡδονή and λύπη. 

σχεδὸν γάρ κιτλ.] Mich, Eph, explains—rd σχεδόν πρόσκειται δ, 16, 
ὅτι αἱ οἴκεῖαι λύπαι ald «οἱ πάντων εἰσὶ τῶν ἐνεργειῶν φθαρτικηΐ, αἱ δ᾽ 
ὁδοναὶ οὐκ ἀεῖ of. πλὴν οὐχ ὁμοίως at the end of this section, b. 94. 
Οἰκεία λύπη, a8 a rule, puts a stop to the ἐνέργεια : ἀλλοτρία ἡδονή, 
only retards it. 

οἰκεῖαι δ᾽ εἰσὶν al ἐπὶ τῇ ἐνεργείᾳ καϑ' αὑτὴν γινόμεναι] “by “its b. at, 
own” pleasure or pain 1 mean that which attends the function 
itself —as distinguished from that which is associated with con- 
sequences which may eventually result κατὰ συμβεβηκός from the 
function, 

εἴρηται) so Bekker, Susemihl, and Bywater, L alone, among b, 22. 
recorded authorities, gives this reading. All other authorities 
apparently have εἴρηνται : so Cambr,, CCC, NC. 

§ 6.) 'Ἐνέργειαι differ as good and bad (come perhaps are in-b, 84. 
different); hence there are good and bad ἡδοναί, If we confine 
ourselves to the subjective point of view—if we look only at 
the pleasures themeelyes, as felt, we shall be unable to distinguish 
them as good and bad—as higher and lower. We shall be able 
to distinguish them merely as more or Jess pleasant—as differing 

VOL. Uy rf 
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1116 Ὁ. 34. quantitatively. ΤΙ is only when we view them as ‘augmenting’ 


b.04, 


5.80. 
1116 «.1. 


functions which put us in relation to the ere order, or 
environment, that we can distinguish pleasures as differing 
qualitatively {τῷ side), and say with Mill, *It is better to be a 
human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied’ (U#iitardamcem, 
p. 14). It is sometimes urged that Mill has no right ‘on bis 
own principles" to say this—to recognise, as he does, a qualitative 
difference between pleasures. I venture to maintain that few 
moralists have a better right. His critics seem to forget that 
his standard of conduct is the public good. His standard of 
conduct is emphatically not pleasurable feeling. Only an eristic 
treatment of isolated phrases (phrases which need not surprise 
any one who looks at Mill's system in its place in the History 
of English Ethics) could represent it as such. Mill's * hedonisn * 

is pretty much on a par with that of the writer of E,W. vil. 11-14. 


οἰκειότεραι δὲ ταῖς ἐνεργείαις al ἐν αὐταῖς ἡδοναὶ τῶν ὀρέξεων] 
“the pleasure involved in (ἐν) a function is more akin τὸ the 
function than is the appetite which prompts the function (the 
genitive τῶν ὀρέξεων depends on the comparative oberdrepet: af 
μέν b. 31 are the ὀρέβει, and at δὲ ἵν, 32 the ἡδοναῖ), for the appetite 
is separated from the function both in time and in nature, whereas 
the pleasure is close to the function, and it is so difficult to draw 
the line between the two (ἀδιάριστοι οὕτως b. 32) that the question 
may be argued whether the function is not identical with the 
pleasure.’ “Opege precedes ἐνέργεια in time {τοῖν χρόνοι, and 
differs from it in nature {τῇ φύσει), being a πόδοε. 

§ 7. διάνοια! regarded here as an ἐνέργεια = tanger: se 
Ramsauer ad Joc. 

(ἄτοπον γάρ), ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ μὴ χωρίζεσθαι φαίνεταί τισι ταῦτα Ὁ 
It would appear, then, that the view set forth im vil, ταττῆς as | 
held when x. 1-5 was written: also, if we assume that vii te—1g | 
was written by one who had x, 1-5 before him, it would appear 
that he was not deterred by the ἄτοπον γάρ here. The ditieeiag 
suggested by these considerations will not escape the stadent 

διαφέρει) here means ‘surpasses.’ 

καθαρειότητι] so Bywater for the κυθαριότητι of other texts. ‘The | 


codd. for the most part seem to give «alapdiemn—COC, so far a * 
1 know, is the only cod. which gives καϑαρειόφητε, | 


πῶ 
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Mich. Eph. has the following comment here—j μὲν ὄψις τῶν 76 a1. 
ἰδῶν ἐστὶν ἀντιληπτικὴ δίχα vis, ὕλης ds ὧν τῷ δευτέρῳ τῆν περὶ ψυχῆς 
πραγματείας δίδεωκται (ἡ. 6, de Amima ii. 12. 424 ἃ. 17) ὥσπερ γὰρ 
ὁ κηρὸν τὴν σφραγῖδα μόνην τὴν ἐν τῷ χρυσίῳ δακτυλίῳ ἀπομάττεται χωρὶς 
τῆν ὑποκειμένην ὕλην" χρυσὸς γὸρ ἂν ἐγίνετο ὁ κηρὸς εἰ σὺν τῷ ὑποκειμένῳ 
ὧν ὕλῃ τῷ χρυσῷ τὴν σφρογῖδιι ἐδέχετο, οὕτω καὶ ἡ ὄψιν τῶν ἡδονῶν, 
ἐστὶν ἀντιληπτικὴ χωρὶς τῆς ὑποκειμένης αὐταῖς ὕλητ' ἡ δ' ἀκοὴ καὶ ἡ 
ἄεφρησιε σωματοειδεῖε οὖσαι «αὶ παθητικώτεροι μεθ᾽ ὕλην εἰσϑέχονται 
τὰ αἰσθητά, μετὰ γὰρ τοῦ dipor καὶ σὺν τῷ ἀέρι ob πόθος ἐστὶν 5 
ψόφον cal ἡ ὀσμή, ἀντιλαμβάνονται τῶν οἰκείων αἰσθητῶν... καϑαρωτέρα 
ἄρα ἢ ὄψις, ὡς ἀὔλων ἀντιληπτικῆ, ἀκοῆς καὶ ὀσφρήσεως. The least pure 
48 γεῦσιε, because its ὕλη or material vehicle, is the crass ὑδατῶδεν 
ὑγράν, which it takes in along with the sensible form: see also 
notes on iii, ro. 


καὶ τούτων af περὶ τὴν διάνοιαν) #.¢, καὶ τῶν κατὰ nhs οἰσθήι 
διαφέρουσιν αἱ περὶ τὴν διάνοιαν. 


καὶ ἑκάτεραι ἀλλήλων] The meaning is that ‘within each of the a. 3. 
two classes (pleasures of sense, and intellectual pleasures) the 
pleasures differ from one another in purity’—e.g, in the class 
of intellectual pleasures, the pleasures of τὸ ἐπίστασθαι are purer 
than those of τὸ λογίζεσθαι : and among the pleasures of sense, 
thoe of sight are purer than those of taste. In all cases the 
Jess ὕλη, the greater καθαρειότης. 


$8. καθάπερ Ἡράκλειτός φησιν ὄνους σύρματ᾽ ἂν ἑλέσθαι μᾶλλον ἢ a. δ. 
χρυσόν] sce Bywater, Heractit’ Religuéac, Fr. gt, who gives the 
fragment as Sec σύρματ᾽ ἂν ἕλοιντο μᾶλλον ἢ χρυσόν, This seems 
to be the only place where the saying is quoted. Bekker and 
Spsemihl read vor: Bywater reads Svovs, which is given by ΚΡ, 
Ald, Mich, Eph. (?), B!, B', CCC, Cambr., NC. Michael Ephesius 
has an interesting remark here—rb δὲ λεγόμενον ὑπὸ Tie λέξεως "Hpa- 
Aelrov τοῦ Ἐφεσίον καὶ ἐμοῦ πολίτου, τὸ ὄνους σύρματ᾽ ἂν ἕλέσϑοι 
μᾶλλον ἢ χρυσόν, σύρματα τὸν χόρτον Ἡράκλειτος λόγει, be ward φύσιν 
ἡδύς dors τῷ ὄνῳ, Σύρματα means ‘sweepings': hence litter, or 
fodder, 


$9. ἐπί ye τῶν ἀνθρώπων} ‘in particuld γε latet vastum luda 10. 
discrimen naturae inter homines et inter bestias” (Ramsauer). All 
the animals of the same species, we may suppose {εὔλογον a. 9), 
γί: 
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1170 4.10. find pleasure in the same things: but men do not present such 


ἃ uniformity of taste. Good men and bad men find 
in different things, The distinction of good and bad is not 
found among the lower animals—ot8? θηρίον ἐστὶ κακίᾳ οὐδ᾽ dpe} 


vii. x. 2. 


a1, τέρπει] The mags of text beginning here with τέρπει 1176 ἃ. 11 
and ending with ἱκανῶν 1177 a. 30 is omitted by ΚΡ, For the 
quantitative relation between this mass of text and (1) ν, το. £137 
ἃ. 31-1138 a. 3, (2) vs ταν 2138 ἃ, 4-ῦ, τα, (3)¥. 9. 1125 ἃ. ο- 
1137 a. 30, see Jntroductery Note to v. το, 


4.15. § 10.] See notes on i, 8. 11, iii. 4. 4, and vi τῳ. 6. 


2,22, τούτοιςἾ For Bywater's explanation of his conjecture " fort. ix 
vel τοιούτοιε; see Contrib, p. 68, 


97. § 12. af τοῦ τελείου καὶ μακαρίου ἀνδρός] ‘ Transit ad disguise 
itionem de beatitudine ’ (Michelet). 


4.28. κυρίως... a. 29 πολλοστῶς} Peters brings out the force of these 
terms very well—... will be called “ pleasures of man” im the 
full meaning of the word, and the others in a secondary seme, 
and with a fraction of that meaning,’ 


CHAPTER VI. 
Arguaxnt. 


The Virtues, Friendship, amit Plesrwre having been discussed, we shalt mom 
and our Treatice with a shetch of Happiness, 

Ut will save time, if we recapitulate what we have already ταὶ οἴνων 
Happiness. We said that it is not a Habit, but & Franction—weat ome of the 
functions which are * necessary as means, but one desirable for its σαν saber 
‘we accondingly identified it with the Function of the Good Mam—reith Bix 
virtuous and beautiful actionr, which ave desirable in themsetoes, 

But why, it may be asked, identify Happiness with virtuens acttama? Is mat 
Arnusement chosen (after at the cost of health and money) for its erem παῖε. 
simply for ite own pleasure, mot for the sake of any thing dayend? Ze ἐδὼ we 
answer — Yes, by tyrants, for iratance ; and chit ἐξ ome af the τε, reazomt why 
it is identified with Happiness im people's inate > last byramts, ant these Tike 


lal 
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theme, are 0 evidence in this matier—men without virtue or intelligence, whe 
have never tasted pure pleasure. It is 10 the Good Mam, ax we have often said, 
that we must refer, and he prefers the life of virtuous action, Therefore 
Happiness docs rot conrist in Amuseent. The life of virtwous action és 
Happiness or the Chief Lud ; and the proper place of Amusement is as means to 
this, ‘Play that you may work, ἀν Anacharsis said, should be our ruie, 
Amusement is relacation ; ovst relaxation ts mot an end tm tiself, but—since τοῦ 
cannot always be working—a means to the better performance of terious duty. 

Ib in in the performance, then, of the highest fumctions of Man, that Happiness 
consists: Uf it consisted én bodily enjoyment and amuscment, any semswalist— 
even a slave, to whom no one chinks of ascribing " Happiness’ any more than 
<citinemsAip'—avould have to be called * Happy: 


§L. εἰρημένων δὲ τῶν περὶ τὰς ἀρετάς τε καὶ φιλίας καὶ ἡδονάς] 1176.30. 
Rameauer compares x, 9. 1 εἰ περί τε τούτων καὶ τῶν ἀρετῶν, ἔτι 
δὲ καὶ φιλίας καὶ ἡδονῆς, ἱκανῶς εἴρηται τοῖς τύποις : and says—' agnoscl 
his verbis videtur disputatio quaedam de amicitiae generibus, posita 
fla inter τὰ περὶ re ἀρετάς εἰ inter τὸ περὶ τὸς Bonde: negligi quac 
vii. 11-14 περὶ ἡδονῆς acta sunt’ Connecting-passages like these 
must be interpreted with great caution, They are evidence only 
for the order which existed when they were written, and, in many 
cases, are demonstrably late interpolations. The two passages 
before us may well belong to the time when the Nicomachean 
Corpus, as we have it, with the Avo Treatises on ἡδανή, was made 
up; for the editor, having just left the subject of ἡδονή (as treated in 
X. 1-5), would naturally put it last in his list of subjects hitherto 
discussed. 

NC and CCC have εἰρημένων δὲ τῶν περὶ τῆν ἀρετῆς (τὸς ἀρετάς first 
hand CCC, τῆν ἀρετῇν corr.) re καὶ φιλίας καὶ ἡδονῆεν 


ξ 8. ἄπομοω εκ... i Bo ..85, 


τῶν δ᾽ ἐνεργειῶν αἵ μέν εἰσιν ἀναγκαῖαι κιτιλ.] See note oni, τ, 5, b. 3. 
and Met, Θ. 8. 1050 a. 23 544. quoted there. 


δῆλον ὅτι τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν... Ὁ, 5 αὐτάρκης} See i, 7, 7. ba. 


8.8. καὶ τῶν παιδιῶν δὲ αἱ ἡδεῖαι] 16. δοκοῦσιν εἶναι καϑ' αὑτὰς Ὁ. ὃ. 
aiperat. This, of course, is not Aristotle's own opinion. His 
answer to the arguments for regarding amusement as an end 
in itself begins with οὐδὲν δ' ἴσων σημεῖον οἱ τοιοῦτοί εἶσιν § 4, b. 13 ; 
and in § 6 he states his own view of the place of amusement 
in life—that it is relaxation, a means to the better performance 
οἵ carnest work—moifew δ᾽ Srwr σπουδάζῃ Ὁ, 33. 
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1:79 8.10. βλάπτονται γὰρ dw’ αὐτῶν κτλ. καὶ τῶν παιδιῶν δὲ al flea ob 


& ἄλλα ζητοῦνται" of γὰρ αἱρούμενοι αὐτὰς οὐδὲν ἐξ αὐνῶν ὠφελαῦντα 
βλάπτονται μὲν οὖν μᾶλλον (Paraph.). 


ἀποσχολάζειν] ἐπασχολάζειν (‘to be entirely engaged with,’ ‘to 
make one’s business in life’) is the reading of He, Lb, Mb, NC— 
a ἅπαξ εἰρημένον apparently, although ἀπασχολεῖν occurs, Ke js 
defective here (see note on x. δ, 4, ἃ. It); but ἀπεσχολάζεν ix 
the reading of Cambr., which has much in common with Kis 
Book x (sce Ane. Ox. vol. i, parti, Englak MSS. of the 
Nicomachean Ethics, pp. 74-83): also of Bt BY, BY 


§ 4. ἡδονῆς εἰλικρινοῦς] Mich. Eph, has λέγει δὲ εἰλικρινεῖς ἡδονὸς 
as οὐ μέμικται ἢ μετὰ βραχὺ ἕπεται λύπη «οὶ μετάνοια, 


ν,34. ὅδ. καθάπερ οὖν πολλάκις εἴρηται] ἐ. χ. x. 5. τον 


καὶ τῷ σπουδαίῳ δή] So Ramsauer, Susemibi, and Bywater, for 
Bekker's δέ, 


ἢ 8. οὐκ ἐν παιδιᾷ ἄρα ἡ εὐδαιμονία κιτιλ.] See Pod. @. 2. 1337 
Ὁ, 22 sqq.—al μὲν οὖν καταβεβλημέναι νῦν μαϑήσεις, κοδάπερ pene 
πρότερον, ἐπομφοτερίζουσιν" ἔστι δὲ τόττορα σχεδὸν ἃ παιδεύειν «ἐώβωει, 
γράμματα «αὶ γυμναστικὴν καὶ μουσεκὴν καὶ τέταρτον ὕνιοι γραφεκήν, τὴν 
μὲν γραμματικὴν Kol γραφικὴν ὡς χρησίμους τὸν βίον οὔσας «ὦ 
πολυχρήστονς, τὴν δὲ γυμναστιεὴν ὧς συντείνουσαν πρὸε ἀνδρίαν" τὴν 
δὲ μουσικὴν ἤδη διωπορήσειεν ἄν τες, νῦν μὲν γὰρ ὧς ἡδονῆς χάρω οἱ 
πλεῖστοι μετέχουσιν οὐτῆν᾽ οἱ δ' ἐξ ἀρχῆν ἔταξαν ἐν παιδείᾳ διὰ 
φύσιν αἰτὴν ζητεῖν, ἅπερ πολλάκιε εἴρηται, μὴ μένον ἀσχολεῖν ὀρθῶς 
ἀλλὰ Kol σχολάζειν δύνασθαι καλῶς. αὕτη γὰρ ἀρχὴ πάντων, ἔνα ὦ 
πάλιν εἴπωμεν περὶ αὐτῆς. εἱ δ' ἄμφω μὲν δεῖ, μᾶλλον δὲ αἱρετὸν τὴ 
σχολάζειν τῆς ἀσχολίας, καὶ τέλος ζητητέον ὅ τι δεῖ ποιοῦντας σχολάζειν. 
οὗ γὺρ δὴ παίφονταν" τέλος γὰρ ἀναγκυῖων εἶναι τοῦ Blow τὴν παιδιὰν din 
εἰ δὲ τοῦτο ἀδύνατον, καὶ μᾶλλον ἐν ταῖς ἀσχολίαις χρηστέον ταῖς woudl 
(6 γὰρ πονῶν δεῖται τῆς ἀναπαύσεως, ἣ δὲ παιδιὰ χάριν ἀναπαύσαως dori 
τὸ δ' ἀσχολεῖν συμβαίνει μετὰ πόνου καὶ συντονίας), διὰ τοῦτο δεῖ ποιδῶν 
εἰσάγεσθαι καιροφυλακοῦντα τὴν χρῆσιν, ὧς προσώγοντα Φαρμακνίαᾳ χάραις 
ἄνεσις γὰρ ἡ τοιαύτη κίνησιε τὴς ψυχῆς, καὶ διὰ τὴν ῥδανὴν ἀνάπουσει, 


Ὁ CCC has ἀνασχοίλάζειν) οὐδέν aA. The letters ele ‘tecza to be 
Inter, ond the ( ) represents space between denayo- and ely for ceily two, oF 
at most, three letters, Was the original reading ἀτασχολεῖν! Of, ints, τὰς of 
ἀσχολεῖν Pol. Θ, a. 1337 bs γι. 


_ 
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ΟΣ also Pol. @. δ. £339 ὃ. 11 8qq., where the relation of Music 1176», 27. 
to παιδιά is discussed. It is shown that music is not merely useful 
as a relaxation—mpée ἀνάπαυσιν, but that it has also higher function 
-παπιμιωτέρα δ' ἐστὶν ἢ φύσις αὐτῆς ἢ κατὰ τὴν εἰρημένην χρῆσιν 13.40 a 1, 
being a great educational ἱπθιγαπιοπί- ποιοί reves τὰ ἤθη γινόμεθα δι᾿ 
αὐτῆς 1340.3. 7. This point, however, is not before us here, nor 
Its value πρὸς διαγωγήν“ one of the modes of ‘employing and 
enjoying’ that σχολή which is the end (sce Pol. Θ, 4. 1339 a 36}, 


ἀδυνατοῦντες δὲ συνεχῶς πονεῖν ἀναπαύσεως δέονται] C/. x. 4. 9b, 84. 
πῶρ οὖν οὐδεὶς συνεχῶς ἥδεται; ἢ κάμνει ; πάντα γὼρ τὰ ἀνθρώπεια 
ἀδυνατεῖ συνεχῶς ἐνεργεῖν: Mel. Δι 7, 1072 b. 14 διαγωγὴ δ' ἐστὶν 
οἷα ἡ ἀρίστη μικρὸν χρόνον ἡμῖν" οὕτω γὰρ dei ἐκεῖνό ἐστιν, ἡμῖν μὲν 
γὰρ ἀδύνατον. 

Παιδιά ἰ5 a necessity imposed upon man by his composite nature. 

Tt is a foolish mistake to make this necessity the end. On εὐτρα- 
πελία͵ ag contributing to ἀνάπαυσις, sec Jntroductory Nole to iw. 8. 


ξ8. εἰ μὴ καὶ βίου! βίον is here the life of a citizen, as dis- 1177 ἃ. 8. 
tinguished from ζωή, animal life, This distinction, however, 
between the two terms js not always observed. On the position 
οἵ the δοῦλος, sec note on vill, 11, 7, b. 5. 


CHAPTER VII. 


Argument. 


Happiness consisting in virtuous function, Perfect Happiness will consist ire 
the function which proceeds from the highest vietue—that of the principle which 
ἐν dest in Man, and naturally authoritative in him, and most divine—Kearon, 
Tihat Perfect Happiness it speculative function és αὶ conclusion ie acconilance 
with what has already been laid down and with the sruth: for speculative 
function is the bighcst, most continuous, aod most pleasant of all fictions : 
Further, the mort selfaufficing—Jor, though the Pilavogher and the Just dan 
deck need “the necessaries of ἡ, the fust man needs other geople on whom to 


2 The three functions of music are distinguished ia Fol. 8 §. 1339 b 13 
πότερον παιδείαν, ἢ παιδιάν, ἢ διαγωγήν" εὐλόγων 8 εἶν πάντα τάττενει καὶ 
φαίνεται μετέχειν, 


1177 a. 13, 
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tercise λὲν wértue, but the Philasopher, Hhaugh perkape ὧν ἐγ better for kise αν 
hare friends te help hina im Ais thinking, = 2 ial iy eh ae 
men the most selfcsufficing. Again, speculative function ἐς the only furscton 
which ts loved for itself alone ; chiming, amd moving det thinking, reemits from 
i; aleve (a ται λῦσε etl ona al ἘΡΟ ΟΣ ΡΟ ΘΟΘΘΝ 


ῥενγευβεέροίοους τὸν Now, the sworal virtucs raswifest themselees im war 
‘ave in the performance of civit dusées—im actions with tobich mew * Anny them 
sulves'—artions, indeed, of pre-eminent mobility cred grandeur, bait yet aimed at 
some ened beyond themselves—al the acquisition of power it may be,or of hewewr, 
or—of Happiness for oneself and one's fellew-sitivens, Bust to the life of 
speculative function Selon all the prerogatives which we asriigs ἐν the life of the 
Blessed —et ἐν its own end, it has a Sesiere alt its wave which augments ἐξ, itis 
seifcsupicient, Wt is the employment of Leisure, it ise far ax man's estate 
aliors—sewreesried. This life, if it attaim to its perfect duration, ἐξ Perfect 
Happiness. It is a life which is Aigher then Auman, It is mot os comersie 
κεῖσε, but as having in ms a diovme primctsle, that we shall live this tife, Let 
μὲ not then listem ἐν thexe whe tell μι hot we are daswam, ard σὰ ἐν minal 
Auman things—thot we are sasrtl, amd ouphe te sind mortal things; but, αν 
for as im ws (nes, let ws hoor ourseives as tenmasriats, amd he wil for the sake of 
Hiving in accordance with that which is highest in we—that part of ws which, 
though smal? im buth, it, in power amd werth, exalted far cheve all the rest, « 

ἐπ therefore, whe 
tives according to Reasou, ἔπει according to what he truly is. Iti Bife ts bis 


own—therefore watursily the best ond sercesest for hime? “his ows” ie tite 
eminent sense—dherefore realizes the highest He 


Introductory Note.| Mich. Eph, introduces this chapter with the 
following comment: ἐπεὶ διττὴ ἡ ὠρετὴ ἡ μὲν Wu} ἡ δὲ ϑεωρητιαῆ, acl 
διὰ τοῦτο καὶ ἡ εὐδαιμονία διττή. ἐν μὲν τῷ πρώτῳ βαδλέῳ εἶπε περὶ weer 
τιεῆς εὐδαιμονίας... ἐν τούτῳ δὲ λέγει περὶ τῆς δεωρητεκῆς εὐδοιμονύαε wok 
κατ᾽ αὐτὴν εὐδαίμονοι, δε ἐστιν ὃ πρῶτοι καὶ ὄντων ἄνθρωποι καὶ ὁ ἀληδυδε 
ἄνθρωπος, ὁ ἐν ἡμῖν δηλουότι νοῦς καὶ ἐπιγινόμενος ὁ τεοιοῦτες φὐδαήμων τῷ, 
πολιγιαῷ εὐδοίμονν" ἀδύνατον γάρ ἐστιν ὅν των γενέσθω »τερὰν ζωὴν μὴ 
μετρήσαντι τὰ πύθη διὰ τῶν ἡϑικῶν ἀρετῶν, καὶ κατὰ πολιτικὴν εὐδαιμονίαν 
Choa ἄδριστα γὰρ τὰ πάθη τῇ αὑτῶν Φύσει καὶ ἀστόδρητα .., εἶ οὖν, 
ἄμετρα τὸ πάθη «οἱ ἀόγιστα καὶ ὄχλου κοὶ ταραχὴν ἐμανιητικά, πῶς olde τε 
»οερῶς ὠφργεῖν τὸν ὑπὸ τῶν ἀλόγων maby περιελεύμενον ; «, « ἁπλῶς ἄρα, 
εἴρηται τοῖς εἰποῦσι τὴν πρακτικὴν ἐρετὴν καὶ τὸ τέλος αὐτᾷα τὴν εὐδαιμονίαν 
ἐπιτηδειοτάττις τινὸς εἶναι πρὸς ὑποδοχὴν τῆς ϑεωρητιεῆς εὐδοιμονόας,, 


$2. κατὰ τὴν κρατίστην] Seo i 7. τῇ κατὰ τὴν ὀρέστην καὶ rekee 


ail 
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tlre δὴ νοῦς τοῦτο εἴτε ἄλλο 1] What is the alternative to νοῦν 1170.13. 


suggested here? The words ἃ. 15 εἴτε θεῖον ὃν καὶ αὐτὸ εἶτε τῶν dv 
ἡμῖν τὸ θειότατον seem to help us to the answer, Τῶν ἐν ἡμῖν τὸ δειό-. 
τατον is man's voiy: sce x, 7. 8 ϑεῖον ὁ νοῦς πρὸς τὸν ὅνθρωπον: 
accordingly something higher than man’s νοῦς must be marked by 
the words εἴγε θεῖον ὃν καὶ atré—some immediate presence of God 
in cach man, to guide him providentially, like the inspired ἀρετῇ --- 
ϑείᾳ μοίρᾳ ποραγεγνομένη ἄνεν νοῦ ole ἂν ποραγίγνηται---Ο the Meno 
(99 Ἐ). This alternative is, of course, rejected by Aristotle. 

On τῶν ἐν ἡμῖν τὸ δειότατον Mich. Eph. has the following—elme δέν 
“ἴτε δὴ τὸ θειότατον τῶν ἐν ἡμῖν, ὅτε Hoe αὑτῷ καὶ τὴν αἴσθησιν eal ὅλων 
τὴν φύσιν καὶ πάντα τὰ τῆς φύσιωε Ipye προσαγορεύειν--- γὰρ φύσιες 
φησὶν αὐτὸς ἐν ἄλλοι θεὸς μὲν οὐκ ἔστι" Θεῖον δὲ τι κοὶ δαιμόνιον" ὥστε ἥ 
μὲν αἴσθησις θεῖον οὗ θειότατον, τὸ δὲ λογιζόμενον θεῖον καὶ θειότατον. 


ἡ τελεία εὐδαιμονία] This phrase has not occurred before in the «27. 
Ethics; but κατ᾽ ἀρετὴν τελείαν occurs in the definition of the εὐδαί-. 
por in i, 10. 15, 


ὅτι δ΄ ἐστὶ θεωρητική, εἴρηται] ‘at hacc nusquam sic leguntur: 
Tacunae igitur habes in libro vi indicium ' (Susemihl). Perhaps, in 
the absence of the Nicomachean original of Book vi, we may be 
allowed to refer to Κ᾽ Δ᾽ i, 5. 2 καὶ τρίτον ὁ θεωρητικός, There is no 
mention of the θεωρητικὸς βίος in Κ΄. IV. i. 7, §§ 3-8—a passage 
which has much in common with the chapter now before us; but 
‘we must assume that Aristotle had not forgotten the Oewpyrinds Blos 
when he wrote i. 7, §§ 3-8. 


$2. καὶ γὰρ ὁ νοῦς κιτιλ.7 ἡ ε, καὶ γὰρ 6 νοῦν κράτιστόν ἐστε τῶν ἐν 0. 20. 
ἡμῖν, καὶ τὰ γνωστὰ περὶ ἃ ὁ νοῦς κράτιστά ἐστι τῶν γνωστῶν. For the 
‘use of the epithet κρότεστος in connexion with νοῦς and τὸ νοητόν, see 
Mel. ἃ. 9. 1074 Ὁ. 33 αὑτὸν dpa suri, einep ἐστὶ τὸ κράτιστον, eal ἔστιν 
ἡ véqais νοήσεων véqovs. Reason is the principle which prevails 
(«pard) in the world, Tt has might as well as right. 


πράττειν] as distinguished from θεωρεῖν; sce note on i, 10. 1 
Ὁ, 1 δ---τούτων δ᾽ αὑτῶν al τιμεώταγωι μονιμώτεραι διὰ τὸ μάλιστα καὶ συνεχε 
στατα καταζῆν ἐν αὑταῖς τοὺς μακαρίους : but cf note on ix. 9. 5, a. 6— 
οὐ γὰρ ῥφδιον καθ' οὑτὸν ἐνεγεῖν συνεχῶν, pel? ἑτέρων δὲ καὶ πρὸς ἄλλους 
ἐφον---α statement which seems to conflict with the doctrine of this 
chapter. We must, however, allow much for the difference in the 
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1277.92. point of view. In ix the good man fs viewed as nunc Aly, in x 


5.36. 


5.36. 


as ὁμοιωθεὶρ τῷ θεῷ. 


ὁτιοῦν] Instead of Bekker’s comma, Susemihl and Bywater 
rightly place a full stop after ὁτιοῦν. 


§ 8. ἡ φιλοσοφία] σοφία is the reading of P», Ald., CCC, Cambr, 
Bi, BY, B*, OF course φιλοσοφία ig right, the argument being — 
the pursuit of wisdom {φιλοσοφέα) Is s0 pleasant, how much more 
pleasant must the possession (wopla) be δ᾽ 


καθαρειότητι] LY, Ob, and CCC give this spelling. Mich. Eph. 
explains as follows—diroripar αἱσϑήσεων af ἐνέργειαι κοϑαρώτεραις tbe 
πολυτεκύν is immersed in matter, and often repents that he has done 
this, or not done that: ὁ δὲ θεωρῶν καὶ τὴν φύσιν τῶν ὄντων ὄπισεεπτό- 
μένος οὐδέποτε ἐν μετονοίᾳ γίνετωι, 


εὔλογον 82 τοῖς εἰδόσι τῶν ζητούντων ἡδίω τὴν διαγωγὴν εἶναι 
The contrast marked by τοῖς εἰδόσε and τῶν ζητούντων here is not 
that between the mere ἔξις of σοφία as a treasure (of Grant's note 
here) and the ἐνέργεια of μάδησις by which that treasure is accumu 
Jated—for Aristotle would certainly tell us that of these two the 
μάθησις is the more pleasant ; but that between the ἐνέργεια card τὴν 
ἕξιν, and the ἐνέργεια by which the de is formed. The oopis 
derives more pleasure from the use which his trained faculties make 
of his accumulated knowledge, than the learner derives from the 
process by which facultics are trained and knowledge is accuma- 
lated, Similarly, it is the perfectly formed δίκαιο, and not the ream 
who is becoming δίκαιοε, who finds the greater pleasure in the 
performance of τὰ δίκαια, We must be careful, then, to understand 
the εἰδότες here as συνεχῶς ἐνεργοῖντει, not a8 merely πῶς ὕχεντεν. 
‘The accumulation of knowledge—in the head, or, more con 
veniently, in the library—is as false an ideal of life as the accume- 
ation of money. An instructive discussion—partly in relation 10 
academical education—of the question ‘Is Truth, or is the mental 
exercise in the pursuit of ‘Truth, the superior'end?? will be found 
in Sir W. Hamilton's Lectures on Meaphysres, Lest. & vol. i. pp 
8-18. Hamilton describes it as ‘perhaps the most cerca 
theoretical, and certainly the most important practical, problem ia 
the whole compass of philosophy. For according to the soliision 
at which we arrive, must we accord the higher or the lower rank i 


_ 


BOOK X: CHAP. Τι δὲ 3-7. 443 


certain great departments of sindy; and what is of more impor- 1177 0.26. 


tance, the character of its solution, as it determines the aim, regu- 
Iates from first to last the method which an enlightened science of 
education must adopt,’ 


§§ 4-7.] In these sections it may perhaps be thought that the a 27. 


θεωρητικὸν βίον ἴδ presented as a career distinguished from the 
πολιτικὸν Blos—the career of the savant, as distinguished from that 
of the man of affairs. That the savant needs less χορηγία than the 
man of affairs, and £0 is etrapeterepor, is true in a sense—although 
we tnust remember that the savant is himself the highest product 
of civil life, and the order and amenity of that life are materially 
necessary to his form, being, in a way, his χορηγία, That the 
career of the savant was partly what Aristotle understood by the 
θεωρητικὸς los is most likely—it was his own career; but here, 
T take it, he asks us to look at the θεωρητικὸς βίοε, not as a separate 
career side by side with other careers in the city, but rather as she 
Sorm of the πολιτικὸς βίος, that is, of all life in the city, Accord- 
ingly, when be distinguishes ἢ ἐνέργεια ἢ κατὰ τὴν spariorny ἀρετὴν. 
(α. 7. 1) from ἡ κατὰ τὴν ἄλλην ἀρετήν (χ. 8, 1), he does not εἶδ: 
tinguish two lives, but rather two points of view. The εὐδαιμονία of 
the eogde ig higher than that of the ἀνδρεῖοι, as the ψυχή is higher 
than the v@wa—but there is no ψυχή without σῶμα, and no σῶμα. 
without ψυχή. The ‘city’ exists for the sake of its ‘thinkers,’ but 
the ‘thinkers * are no caste apart: they are the leaven in the mass. 
We must remember that it is of ἡ τελεία εὐδαιμονία that he is 
speaking here. Pure @ewpia constitutes ἡ τελεία εὐδαιμονία. But 
man cannot engage in this θεωρία continuously, or, even at inter= 
vals, perfectly. Only God can continuously and perfectly, The 
life of pure ϑεωρία is too high for man, because he is concrete, 
Ἧ τελεία εὐδαιμονία, then, being beyond the reach of man, he is left 
with εὐδαιμονία, to she extent of his θεωρία : see Κ᾽, Ν᾽, x. 8, 8, This 
means that ϑοωρία is the formal element in his εὐδαιμονία, ‘The σοφόν, 
as distinguished here (x. 7. 4) from the δίκπιον, is this formal 
clement abstracted and personified for the sake of clearer present= 
ation. But we must not make *a material use of a merely formal 
principle’—we must not suppose that the σοφόε, as described here 
—E.N. x, chapters 7 and 8—exii/s as am individual to bear away 
the prize of actual εὐδαιμονία from the dieaor, The δεωρητικὸρ βίον 
is not a separate life coordinate with the πολιτικὸς βίον, but a spirit 
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277 #97. which penetrates and ennobles the latter. When the * political’ life 
is said to be ἄσχολος (x. 7. 6, Ὁ, 12), this Is doubtless true of the 
lives of ordinary politicians, who make politics a trade, subjecting 
themselves to the vicissitudes of party fortune, and placing their 
end in its domain; but it is not true of the life of the " good man," 
whose σχολή consists in the quict of a well-regulated mind, not in 
an impossible immunity from the ‘interruptions ' of practical life. 
Unless we understand σχολή in this sense, we must suppose thar in 
the Zves the life of the good man is depicted as a more or les 
troubled and unsatisfactory public career, in which he is painfully 
conscious of the difficulty of finding occasions for the exercise of 
his ternperance, justice, liberality, and other virtues—ending, if be 
is ever to reach the highest kind of happiness, in withdrawal from 
social activity, and the atlainment of Virvama, such as the Neo- 
platonisis understood the θεωρητεεὸς Alos to be. Nothing could be 
more opposed than this to Aristotle’s view of life as social fram 
beginning to end, 

I take it, then, that when he contrasts the Geopyruchs Blor and the 
πρακτικὸς βίον, Aristotle sometimes thinks especially of the difference 
between the life of the student or savant and that of the public 
man—and sometimes (as here, x. 7, §§ 4-7) wishes rather to call 
attention to the τί jv Or οὐσία ἄνευ ὕλης, as distinguished from 
the concrete manifestation, of man’s life as a whole. But these two 
ways of looking at the βίος ϑεωρητικός scarcely present themeelves to 
him as two. The result is a confusion of expression which enabled 
the mystics of a later age to quote Aristotle's authority for their 
extravagances—the δίκαιος is contrasted, ag a man who has diffi~ 
culty in finding people on whom to exercise his δικαιοσύνῃ, with the 
σοφός, who has something better to do than to exercise δικαιοσύνῳ ἵ 

For more on Aristotle's view of the relation of the Gewpqrecir Bier 
to the πρακτικὸς βίος, see note on i. δ. 2, also notes on vi 1. 1 and 
vi 13.8. 

Plutarch discourses on the inseparability of these two Sle in an 
interesting passage—de liberis educandis, 1o—redelove δὲ 
ἡγοῦμαι rubs δυναμένους τὴν πολιτικὴν δύναμιν μίξωι καὶ περάσω τῇ Gude 
σοφίᾳ καὶ δυοῖν ὄντοιν μεγίστοιν ἀγαθοῖν ἐπηβόλους ὑπάρχειν ὑπολαμβάνω, 
τοῦ re κοινωφελοῦς βίου, πολιτευομένους, τοῦ τα ἀκύμονοα καὶ γαληναῖ, 
διατρίβοντας περὶ φιλοσοφίαν. τριῶν γὸρ ὄντων βίων, ἂν ὃ μὶν dove 
πρακτικός, ὃ δὲ θεωρητικύν, ὁ δὲ ὁπολαυστιεὸς, ὁ μὲν ἄκλυτον καὶ δοῦλον τῶν 
ἡδονῶν, ζωώδης καὶ μικρυπρεπής ἐστιν ὁ δὲ θεωρητικόν, τοῦ πρακτικοῦ Be 


δῶ 
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μαρτάνων, ἀνωφελῆ ὁ δὲ προκτιεύε, duoiphaas φιλοσυφίων, Muoveoe καὶ 1277 9.27. 


πλημμελήε, πειρατέον οὖν εἰς δύναμιν καὶ τὰ κοινὰ πράττειν, eal τῆς φιλο- 
σοφίαι ἀντιλαμβάνεσθαι, κατὰ τὸ παρεῖκον τῶν καιρῶν, οὕτως ἐπολιτεύσατο, 
Περικλῆς, οὕτως ᾿Αρχύτας ὁ Ταραντῖνος, οὕτως Δίων ὁ Zupaxbawe, οὕτως 
᾿Ἐπαμινώνδας ὁ Θηβαῖοτ' ὧν ἑκάτερος Πλάτωνος συνουσιαστής, When 
Plato (ep, 520 A) compels his philosophers to re-enter the cave, 
he asserts the soul-and-body like connexion between the θεωρητικὸς 
βίος and the πρακτικὸς βίος, I understand Aristotle to believe in the 
same intimate connexion, although, a3 a professed savant, he 
probably differed from Plato as to how the savant or * philosopher’ 
ought to make his influence felt in society; he probably attached 
more importance than Plato did to the mere presence of * thinkers" 
—of an academic clement—in the city. He would probably not 
have wished to see his ‘thinkers’ take to " politics "even if, by so 
doing, they might have become ‘ philosopher kings,” 


ξ 4. ὃ μὲν δίκαιος δεῖται πρὸς οὖς δικαιοπραγήσει καὶ μεθ᾽ Sy... a 30, 


ὁ δὲ σοφὸς καὶ κοθ᾽ αὐτὸν ὧν δύναται θεωρεῖν] The σοῴόε, as thus 
contrasted with the δίκαιος, is, for the moment, taken out of the 
human environment, He is not the savant, actually existing in 
society, but the personification—or even deification—of the theo- 
retic element in man. Then follow immediately the words a. 34 
βέλτιον δ' ἴσως συνεργοὺς ἔχων, which refer to the savant, as an 
actually existing member of society. Aristotle, as I have said, looks 
at the θεωρητικὸς βίος from two points of view—as Me form of lieman 
fife, and as the career of the savant; but the two points of view 
‘sometimes tend to merge in each other, 


συνεργούς] The special reference is probably to ἢ τελεία φιλία, a. 34. 


and the βοήθεια afforded by its ‘Dialectic’: see Introductory Note 
to Book viii. So far as the remarks made in this section apply to the 
σοφόν, 25 an actually existing savant, it seems to me that his inde- 
pendence of ἡ derie χορηγία is exaggerated. Not to mention the 
remoter social conditions of his existence, he owes much to educa- 
tional institutions ; and, if he is a student of nature, as Aristotle 
himself was, he will require the special χορηγία of the laboratory. 


§ δ. οὐδὲν γὰρ ἀπ᾽ αὐτῆς γίνεται παρὰ τὸ θεωρῆσαι] Soe “ΖΗ. A. 3. b. 9. 


98 Ὁ, 11 διὰ yap τὸ θαυμάζειν οἱ ἄνθρωποι καὶ νῦν κοὶ τὸ πρῶτον ἤρξαντο 
φιλοσυφεῖν, ἐξ ἀρχῆς μὲν τὰ πρόχειρα τῶν ἀπόρων θανμάσαντες, εἶτα κατὰ 
μικρὸν οὕτω προϊόντες καὶ περὶ τῶν μειζόνων διαπορήσαντες, οἷον περί τε τῶν 
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ATT b.2, τῆν σελήντε παθημάτων καὶ τῶν περὶ τὸν ὅλιον [καὶ wepl ἄστρων cal spk 
τῆν τοῦ παντὸν γενέσεως. ὁ δ᾽ ἀπορῶν καὶ θαυμάζων οἴεται ἀγνοεῖν {δι «ὦ 
ὁ φιλόμυϑον φιλόσοφός πώς ἐστιν" ὁ γὰρ pidor σύὔγεειται ἐκ 
ὥστ᾽ εἶπερ διὰ τὸ φεύγειν τὴν ἄγνοιαν ἐφιλοσόφησαν, φαννρὰν ὅτι διὰ εὐ 
εἰδέναι τὸ ἐπίστοσθωι ἐδίωκον, wai οὐ χρήσεῶε ros ἔνεμεν, μαρτυρεῖ δ᾽ αὐτὸ 
τὸ συμβεβηκότ᾽ σχεδὸν γὰρ πάντων ὑπαρχόντων τῶν ἀναγκαίων καὶ πρὸς 
ῥᾳστώνην κοὶ διιγωγὴν ἡ τοιούτη Φρόνησες ἤρξατο ζητεῖσθαι. δῇῷλον οὖν de 
δὲ οὐδεμίαν αὐτὴν {πτοῦμεν χρείαν ἑτέραν, ἄλλ᾽ ὥσπερ ἄνθρωπδε gape 
ἐλεύθερος 6 ἑαυτοῦ ἕνεκα καὶ μὴ ἄλλου ὧν, οὕτω καὶ αὔτη, μάνῃ Meeker 
οὖσα τῶν ἐπιστημῶν μόνη γὼ αὐτὴ ἑοντῆς ἕνεκέν ἔστω, διὼ καὶ Qvale 
ἂν οὐκ ἀνθρωπίνη νομίζοιτο αὐτῆς ἡ κτῆσιν. 

Ὁ. 8. πρακτικῶν] so Rassow, Susemihl, and Bywater, for Bekker's 
πρακτῶν. Besides Kb and Hel. quoted by Susemihl, Cambr. gives 
πρακτικῶν, Rassow (Forsch, 70) describes προκτικῶν as “das alles 
richtige,’ 

‘The statement ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν πρακτικῶν... Ὁ 4 πρᾶξιν does not can- 
flict with the ἡ γὰρ εὐπραξία τέλον of vi. 2. 5, for εὐπραξία is the whole 
system of καλαὶ πράξειε, whereas the πρακτικαὶ ἐνέργεια OF the present 
section are actions performed as means: ¢f- ili. 3. 15 ei δὲ πράξειν 
ἄλλων ἕνεκα, 

ν. 4, ξ 9. δοκεῖ τε ἡ εὐδαιμονία ἐν τῇ σχολῇ εἶναι] ‘It is a sort of 
repose, as it were, the fruit of our exertions’ (Grant), ‘One of the 
Aristotelian ideas,’ says Prof. Jowett (Pofitics, vol. ἵ, p. cxliv), “which 
we have a difficulty in translating into English words and modes of 
thought is σχολή or ἢ ἐν σχολῇ διαγωγῇ. To us leisure means hardly 
more than the absence of occupation, the necessary alternation of 
play with work. By the Greek, σχολῇ was regarded as the condi- 
tion of a gentleman, Tn Aristotle the notion fs still further idealized, 
for he seems to regard it as an internal state in which the intellect, 
free from the cares of practical life, energizes or reposes in the 
consciousness of truth, See also his note on τὸν ὧν τῷ δωγωγᾷ 
σχολήν Pol, viii. 2. 1338 a. το, vol. ji. p, 205, where be says thar 
the expression is nearly equivalent to τὴν ἐν τῇ σχολῷᾷ διαγωγήν τα η8. 
a. 31: the first sense of the word διαγωγή is ‘that employment of 
leisure which becomes a gentleman’... ‘Further it is joined with 
φρόνησιε (Pol. Θ. 4. 1339 ἃ. 25), and therefore seems to mean the 
rational or intellectual employment and enjoyment of leisure. Tt is 
always distinguished from παιδιά and ἀνάπαυσις, “amusement” and 
“relaxadon,” which are properly, not ends, but only means to 


- a 
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renewed exertion (cp. Nic. Eth. x. 6, § 6); and so means to Ἡ77 ν, 4, 
means, whereas διαγωγῇ and σχολή are ends in themselves, The 

idea of “culture,” implying a use of the intellect, not for the sake of 

any further end, but for itself, would so far correspond to διαγωγήν 


πῶν μὲν οὖν πρακτικῶν... Ὁ, B παντελῶς Rassow (Forsch. p. 32) 5.6. 
places this sentence alter φόνοι γίνοιντο Ὁ, 12, Thus b. 9 οὐδεὴν γὰρ 
oipdra:... Ὁ, 12 γίνοιτο iromediately follows πολεμοῦμεν ἵν᾽ εἰρήνην. 
ἄγωμεν b. 6, which it explains. This is a great improvement to the 
run of the passage; but perhaps (since transposing sentences is 
always risky work) we ought to be satisfied with the amount of 
improvement produced by Bywater’s parenthesis οὐδείν b. 9 . . - 

b. 12 γῴνωτο, 


φόνοι γίνοιντο] KY has γίνηται, and Cambr, has φόνος, Ὁ,18. 


πέραν οὖσαν τῆς πολιτικῆς} πολιτική (-- αὐτὸ τὸ πολιτεύεσθαι b. 13} Ὁ, 14. 
Is itself an ἀτελὴς ἐνήργεια--οῖς results in ἃ τέλος external to itself. 


δῆλον Gg] Ramsauer proposes δὴ de, or δῆλον ὅτι we. I do not Ὁ. 15. ὁ 
think that any change is necessary. 


$7. εἰ δὴ τῶν μέν κιτλ᾿] The apodosis of this sentence begins δ. δ. 
with b. 24.4 τελεία δὴ εὐδαιμονία, 


καὶ παρ᾽ αὐτὴν οὐδενὸς ἐφίεσθαι tous] Soe Mel, A, 2, 982 Ὁ, 27.5.90. 
μόνη γὰρ αὐτὴ αὐτῆς ἔνεκέν ἐστιν: Met. Θ. 8. 1050 ἃ, 34. ὅσων δὲ μὴ 
ἄστιν ἄλλο τι ὄργον παρὰ τὴν ἐνέργειαν ἐν αὑτοῖς ὑπάρχει ἡ ἐνέργεια, οἷον 
ἢ ὅρασις ἐν τῷ ὁρῶντι καὶ ἡ θεωρία ἐν τῷ θεωροῦντι, καὶ ἡ ζωὴ ἐν τῇ ψυχῇ, 
ϑιὸ καὶ ἡ εὐδαιμονία" ζωὴ γὰρ ποιά ree ἐστίν. 


καὶ ἔχειν τὴν ἡδονὴν οἰκείον (αὕτη δὲ συνούξει τὴν ἐνέργειαν} See 
χ. δ. 3. 
84] So Bekker and Bywater, I prefer Susemihi's δέ given by MD», 22, 

and Ob, On «al... δέ see Eucken de Arist. dic, rat: Pars 1: 

de particularum ws, p. 32 ‘adjungit cai—dé rem novam saepe tam 

leni modo ut idern fere valeat atque re.’ He remarks that καί, δὲ, 

is more frequent in 2. ΔΤ, iv, viii, ix, and x, than elsewhere in the 
Aristotelian writings, 


τὰ κατὰ ταύτην] The τά is introduced by Bywater from Kb, Mb. v.23. 
‘The sentence seems to me to run better without it. 


1177 Ὁ.35. 
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λαβοῦσα μῆκος βίου τέλειον] This means that the life of the 
εὐδαίμων must have a reasonadle duration; that it must be long 
enough for him to do his life’s work in: see note om fre δ᾽ ἐν Big 
τελείῳ i, 7. τό, a, 18. 


v.26, 8. 8.] The θεωρητιεὸς βίος is an ideal; it cannot be realised by 


5.98, 


man, for he is concrete, But the effort to realise it, as far a8 ρον 
sible, is all-important in human life, The effort to realise it 
coordinates man’s powers, and exalis their vitality—it gives him 
dan, and carries him on to the attainment of many things within 
his reach, which he would not otherwise aspire to. Perhaps we 
may venture to translate the doctrine of this section into the 
language of modern philosophy, and say that Aristotle makes ‘the 
Idea of God’ the ‘regulative principle” in man’s life. Indeed 
Eudemus puts the doctrine hardly otherwise in a passage which is 
the best commentary on this section—E. FE, H. 1g. 1249 b. 6—2ei δὲ 


ἑκάστου καϑῆκουσαν ὠρχῆν. ἐπεὶ δὲ καὶ ἄνθρωπος φύσει συνέστηκεν ἐξ 
ἄρχοντος καὶ ἀρχομένου, καὶ ἕκαστον ἂν δέοι πιρὸς τὴν ἑαυτῶν ἀρχὴν ζῆν 
(αὕτη δὲ Berri ἄλλων γὰρ ἡ ἱατριαὴ ἀρχὴ καὶ ἄλλων ἢ ὑγίεια' ταύτην 
ἕνεκα ἐκείνη)" οὕτω 8 ἔχει κατὰ τὸ θεωρητικόν, οὐ γὰρ ὀπιτακτικῶς ἄρχων 
ὁ ϑεύς, GNX’ οὗ ἕνεκα ἡ φρόνησις ἐπιτάττει (διττὸν δὲ τὸ οὗ ἕνεκα" διώρισται. 
δ' ἐν Grou), ἐπεὶ κεῖνός γε οὐθενὸν δεῖται, ἥτιε οὖν αἴρεσιε καὶ κτῆσεε τῶν 
φύσει ἀγαθῶν ποιῇσει μάλιστα τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ θεωρίαν, ἢ σώματοι ἢ χρημάτων 
ἡ φίλων ἢ τῶν ἄλλων ἀγωθῶν, αὕτη ἀρίστη, καὶ οὗτος ὁ ὅρος εἄλλωστοτ ἥτις 
δ᾽ ἢ Be ἔνδειαν ἢ δὲ ὑπερβολὴν κωλύει τὸν θεὸν θεραπεύειν καὶ δεωρεῖν, airy 
δὲ φαύλη. ὄχι δὲ τοῦτο τῇ ψυχῇ, eat οὗτος τῆν ψυχῦε ὅρου ἄρεστον, τὰ 
ἥκιστα αἰσθάνεσθαι τοῦ ἀλόγου μέρους τῆς ψυχῆς, ἦ τουυῦτον. τίς μὲν οὖν, 
ὅρος τῆι καλοκἀγαθέαι, κοὶ τίς ὁ σκοπὸν τῶν ἁπλῶς ἀγοθῶν, ἔστω εἰρημένον. 

τοῦ συνθέτου] ‘man's concrete nature, ‘man es φοπογοῖσ" Ἢ 
σύνθετος οὐσία is the concrete thing—the union of ὕλη and popes, as 
distinguished from the μορφή which is οὐσία ἄνευ ὕλην. Thos (por 
a8 ψυχὴ ἐν σώματι is a σύνθετος οὐαία of which ψυχή fs the obi dou 
‘Dns or τί ἦν εἶναι: seo Mes, Ἡ, 3. 1043 Ὁ. 29 566. 


ἀνθρώπινα φρονεῖν κτλ The editors quote Rhet fi. an ppd 
b, 24 where "θνατὰ χρὴ τὸν θνατύν, οὐκ ἀθάνατα τὸν θνατὸν φρονεῖν" 
given a8 ἃ γνώμη, and Pindar, Jshm. ν, 20 θνοτὰ δνατοῦσε πρόκεεξ,, 

also Antiphanes (apud Stob. Aor, vol. i. p, 316 δά. 
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Gryrie εἶ βέλτιστε θνητὰ καὶ φρονεῖ : Sophocles (Zéreus Fr. 515 Dind.) 177 6,92,” 
ϑνητὰ φρονεῖν χρὴ θνητὴν φύσιν: Anonym, apud Nauck (Zrag, Gr. 
Fragm. p. 690) ἄνθρωπεν ὄντα δεῖ φρονεῖν ἀνθρώπινα. The saying was 
‘evidently proverbial. 
ἀϑανατίζειν] answers to the δεὸν θεραπεύειν καὶ θεωρεῖν of EL. Τ᾿ tt, ν, 33. 
15. 1249 Ὁ, 20 quoted above, 


τῷ ὄγκῳ μικρόν] Νοῦς is ‘small in bulk’ as compared with the 1178 α. 3. 
σύνθετον which it rules. Of course we must not press this statement. 
The θεῖόν τι ἐν ἡμῖν is an immaterial principle without dyx0e—like 
God in the οὐρανόν, Who has no péydos: eee Met, Δι 8, 1073 ἃ, δὲ 
το, Dante (Paradiso xxviii) sees God as a point of piercing light, 
so small that the smallest star would seem a moon beside it— 

La Donna mia, che mi videva in cura 
Forte sospeso, disse: Da quel punto 
Depende il cielo © tutta la natura. 
Zell quotes Soph. Elench 34. 183 ὃ, 22 μέγιστον γὸρ ἴσων ἀρχὴ 
πάντων, ὥσπερ λέγεται" διὸ καὶ χαλεπώτατον" ow γὰρ χράτιστον τῇ δυνάμει, 
τοσούτῳ μικρότατον ὃν τῷ μεγέθει χαλεπώτατόν ἐστιν ὀφθῆναι. 

πιμιότητι] ΚΡ stands alone, so far as T know, in reading ποιότητα. 
‘This is a plausible reading, the contrasted rp ὄγκῳ being equivalent 
to κατὰ τὸ weeds. The conjunction δννέμει καὶ ποιότητε occurs in 
Plutarch de Virk Mor. § dperi) ... ἀκρότης μὲν ἐστι τῇ δυνάμει καὶ τῇ 
ποιύτητι, τῷ ποσῷ δὲ μευύτης γίνεται, 

$9. εἴπερ τὸ κύριον καὶ ἄμεινον] (Υ ix. 8. 6 ὥσπερ δὲ cal πόλιν τὸ 5. 2, 
«υριώτοτον μάλιστ' εἶναι δοκεῖ καὶ πᾶν ἄλλο σύστημα, οὕτω καὶ ἄνθρωποι, 


τὸ λεχϑέν τε πρότερον] the reference may be to x. 5. 8, ad 


CHAPTER VIIL 
Arcuaext. 


Δὲ δ bat © secomdbert—a merely human Happiness—that ἐν realived in the 
Wife af meral action ; for man's moral nature, rooted as it és for the mest part 
eae passions, belongs to dion as " Concrete Human Being,” wot ax * Pure 
Reason? 

The life of Pure Resion—the Heppiness of speculative function—wowtd secre 

‘VOL. 1. eg 
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Reawa, which ἐν best in man, and most akin to themeseloes, amd that they 
rrecowpence with gow those whe ieve and honour it. The Thinker then, will be 
the best biloved Sy the Gods—another reason for holding that he ἐν the moit 
Hapyy. 


$1. ἀνθρωπικαί] The θεωρητικαὶ ἐνέργειαι are θεῖαι - but we must 1178 «10. 
be careful not to misunderstand Aristotle here. When he contrasts 
the δίκοιου a8 πράττων πρὸν ἕτερον, and the σοφόν 28 ϑεωρῶν «all αὗτόν, 
and declares the life of the latter to be happier, he is really con- 
trasting man in the concrete, and reason the form of man (see note 
on τοῦ συνθέτου x. 7, 8, Ὁ. 28), This form, he would tell us, is 
realised in the concrete life of the just man, as well as in the con- 
erete life of the savant, the μεσότης of the just man’s moral nature 
being determined in relation to the same σκοπό which regulates the 
speculation of the savant. Man's concrete life (which, as concrete, 
is always ἐν κοινωνίᾳ and πρὸς ἑτέρου») is ‘happier’ in proportion as 
it realises this σκοπόν more purely. The savant, therefore, who 
realises the σκυπός theoretically as well as practically (he must have 
realised it as φρόνιμος before he can realise it as σοφόν) stands higher 
than the just man who realises it only practically, But the con- 
ditions of human existence make the comparatively withdrawn life 
of the savant impossible except for a very few. When Aristotle 
tells us thar the life of the savant is ‘happier’ than the life of the 
man of affairs, he does not imply that it is open to the bulk of 
mankind to choose this ‘happier’ life. ‘The exhortation χρὴ δὲ... 
ἀφ᾽ ὅσον ἐνδέχεται ἀθανατίζειν is addressed to the bulk of mankind, 
because it is open to every man who is not πεπηρωμένος σρὸς ἀρετῆν 
to contribute—if not in some brilliant way, as politician, or soldier, 
‘or leader of fashion, or athlete—at least as honest man, to the 
εὐδαιμονία of-a city in which savants are produced and held in 
honour. 


τὰ ἄλλα] So Susemihl and Bywater: Bekker has ἄλλα, The τά 
is given by Lb, Ald, CCC, Cambr., NC. 


χρείαις} ‘services,’ a, 12. 


καὶ πράξεσι] Rassow (Forsch. p. 33) places καὶ (rots) πράξεσι 
afer πόθεσι a. 13. 


τὸ πρέπον ἑκάστῳ] τὸ πρέπον τῷ πλησίον (Paraph.). Py 
$2, ‘Again, moral virtue seems, in some points, to be actually a, χα. 
og: 
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2118 4.14. the result of physical constitution, and in many points to be closiy 


4.19, 


connected with the passions’ (Peters). Michelet understands ᾧ τοῦ 
ἥθους ἀρετῇ a8 that morum rectitudo, from which as principle the 
ducal ἀρεταί spring: but in § 3 ἡ τοῦ fave ἀρετή and al ἠδικαὶ dperot 
seem to have exactly the same meaning. The reference in ina 
seems to be to φυσικὴ dperi—inheriied good tendency, ebputa—see 
vi. 13, 1; in πολλά, not only to the general connexion between 
ἡϑικὴ ὁρετῆ and the πόθη, 80 often insisted on (¢.g. in Hi, 6. τοὶ, but 
also perhaps to those μεσότητες ἐν τοῖς mideaw (ii. 7. 24) which are 
not strictly dperai—such as αἰδώς, 


§ 8, συνέζευκται ... . & 17 φρονήσει} Sco vi. 15. 6 οὐχ obie τε 
ayably εἶναι κυρίωε ἥνεν Gpovizews, οὐδὲ φρόνιμον ἄνεν τῇς Hate ἀρετῆι, 
and note there with references. 

εἴπερ. «νον a. 19 φρόνησιν Sce ποὶς on ὅτε τὸ ὄργον ἀποτελεῖται 
«td. vii τα, 6, ἃ. 6. The Paraphrast’s explination here is— 
φρόνησις piv τὰς ἀρχὰς ὁπὸ τῶν ἠθικῶν ἀρετῶν Iya’ τὸ γὰρ ὀρθοδοξεῖν περὶ 
τὸ τῶλος ἐκεῖθεν; ἡ δὲ ἠθικὴ ἀρετὴ πῶς δεῖ τοῦ τῶλσυς τυχεῖν ἀπὸ τῆς 
φρονήσεων λαμβάνει. 

The motive of the present section (which Grant regards as con- 
taining ‘the germ of much that is expanded in the Eudemian 
books, ¢f Eth. vi. t2. 9-10, 13, 4’) is thus given by Mich Eph— 
Δείξας τὸς ἠθικὰς ἀρετὰς ἀνθρωπικὰς ofeac, δείκνυσι καὶ τὴν φράνησων 
αὕτη γὰρ ἀρετὴ οὖσα τοῦ λογιστικοῦ μέρους τῆς ψυχῆς, δόξειεν ἂν εἶναι τοῦ 
νοῦ ἀρετὴ καὶ οὐ τοῦ συνθέτου" δείκνυσι δὴ καὶ ταύτην ὅτε μὰ τοῦ ὄντως 
ἀνθρώπου ἐστὶν ἀρετὴ ἀλλὰ τοῦ συνθέτου. 


συνηρτημέναι δ᾽ αὗται καὶ τοῖς πάθεσι] ΚῸ has συνηρτημένῃ (se. ἢ 
φρόνησικὴ δ᾽ αὐτοῖν (τε. ταῖε 98. dperais) κ. τι. Ramsauer 
συνηρτημέναι (se. αἱ ἦθ, dperat) δὲ ταύτῃ τε (sc, τῇ τε φρονήσει) «FA, 
oF συνηρτημένοι (τε. ἢ τε φρόνησις καὶ οἱ dperat) δ᾽ ἀλλήλινιε τὰ κα, τ᾿ Ἀν 
Susemihl conjectures συνηρτημέναι δ᾽ αὐτῇ te κι τιὰς T think that 
συνηρτημέναι δ᾽ αὗται ἰδ right: the ἠδικαὶ ἀρεταί, notwithstanding their 
close connexion with the intellectual faculty Φράνῃσεε, are epi τὸ 
σύνθετον, for they are implicated with the πάδη : καὶ role πάδεσε 
means ‘not only with φρόνησιν but also with the πάθη", 1 think 
that Grant is wrong in making αὖται take up φράνησιε and the ἦδ. 
ἀρεταί, 

ἡ δὲ τοῦ νοῦ κεχωρισμένη] We are reminded of ὧν Am, Β, 6.430 
a. 17 cot οὗτος ὁ νοῦς ({. ε, the ποιητικὸς νοῦς, oF τί ἦν εἶναι Of ὅ νοῦς ὁ 


δὲ 
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ἐν ἐμοὶ καὶ oot) χωριστὸς καὶ ἀμιγὴς καὶ dradjs, τῇ οὐσίᾳ ὧν ἐνεργείᾳ, 1378 0.22. 


See Edwin Wallace's interesting discussion of ‘ Aristotle's Theory 
of Thought'—A ristollé’s Psychology : Introduction, Chapter xi. 


διακριβῶσαι] Kb has ἀκριβῶσαι, probably omitting the δι- because a. 23. 
οἵ the immediately preceding ταὶ; for ΚΡ, with all MSS., reads 
εἴρηται which Sus, accepts, 

§4. δόξειε κι τι] From this point onwards to the end of $8, 
1178 Ὁ, 32, the θεωρητικὸν βίος is discussed in much the same way 
as it has already been discussed in ch, 7; see Rassow, Forsch, 

p. 26, 


προσποιοῦνται κι τι λ.] Coraes has—ef χρημάτων τῷ δικωίῳ εἰν ray a, 31. 
ἀνταποδόσειε, ἵνα δῆλοε γένηται dieaine ἄν" τὸ γὰρ βούλεσθαι δικαιοπραγεῖν 
ἄδηλον καὶ οἱ ἄδικοι γάρ, μὴ εὐποροῦντες χρημάτων, προσποιήσαιντ᾽ ἂν εἶναι 
δίκαιοι, τὴν ὀπορίαν φάνκοντερ ἀναγκάζειν αὐτοὺς ἀμελεῖν τῶν δικαίων. 


ξυνάμεω:] The Paraph, μια --δεῖ γὰρ τῷ μὲν ἀνδρείῳ καιροῦ τινὸς κατ- », 38. 
ολλήλου εαὶ τῆς ἐν σώματι δυνάμεως ὅθεν ἐπιδείβεται τὴν τόλμαν καὶ τὴν 
καρτερίαν - Ramsauer, however, thinks of a general with forces at 
his disposal, 


ἐξουσίας} sc. τοῦ ἀκολασταίνειν (Cones). ..25. 


πῶς γὰρ δῆλος ἔσται ἢ οὗτος ἢ τῶν ἄλλων τις 7 ‘for how else can 
he, or the possessor of any other virtue, show what he is?’ (Peters,) 


ξ δ. ἀμφισβητεῖταί ve... . δ. τ ἂν εἴη] This is a remark a. 84. 
made in passing, to show the importance to ἠθιεὴ ἀρετή of πράξεις 
and the opportunity of performing them. 'Hdu) ἀρετῇ realises its 
end (rd δὴ τέλειον) only when good intentions are carried out in 
good actions. 

Afler ἀμφισβητεῖται L, Ob read δέ, accepted by Dekker; and 
CCC, BY, ΒΡ read 8 τι, which may perbaps be regarded as sup- 
porting re, given by Κυ, Mb, and accepted by Susemihl and 
Bywater. For ἀμφισβητεῖται, L», τ, CCC, NC, Β', BY, BY have 
ὑπεῖγοι, 


πότερον κυριώτερον τῆς dperis] ‘which has more to do with 
constituting virtue’—' which is the more important ¢lement in 
virtue. 


” $6, πρός ye τὴν ἐνέργειαν] The θεωρῶν, gud θεωρῶν, needs nob, 4 
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2178 Ὁ. 4 xopyylc—no well-appointed stage, as it were, for the exercise of 
his θεωρητεκὴ ἐνέργεια : but, gud ἄνθρωπος, he chooses to exerce 
mpnerieni ἐνέργειαι also, and for them he will need xopqyia. 

Indeed the qualification ‘ gud ἄνθρωπον, applies to him not only 
when he exercises πρακτικοὶ ἐνέργειαι, but also when he exercises his 
δεωρητικὴ ἐνέργεια : if he does not require for the latter an elaborate 
χορηγία, he requires at least fellow-actors—sympathetic and stimu- 
lating friends. See Introductory Neie to Book vill. 

‘The words b. 6 αἱρεῖται τὰ κατὰ τὴν (sc. ἠθικὴν) ἀρετὴν πράττειν are 
to be carefully noted, as stating explicitly the inherence of the 
θεωρητικὸς βίος in the πρακτικὸς Bios. The θεωρῶν is a man, and 
chooses to live the social life, Aristotle's θεωρητικὸς βίος was 
travestied by those who afterwards made it a life of actual with- 
drawal from the flesh. Aristotle’s ideal of δνωρία is a ‘ regulative 
idea’ of which the Neo-aristotelians made a ‘constitutive use! 


Ὁ, 7, ἀνθρωπεύεσθοι] Coraes has an interesting note here—rée owarter 
ἡ λέξιε, σημαίνουσα τὸ παρὰ roie Γάλλοιε shumaniter. ἔσωσε δ᾽ αὐτὴν 
καὶ ἢ συνήθεια, κατὰ μετοχὴν μάλιστα' ἀνθρωπευμένον γὰρ ῥποινοῦντες, 
λέγομεν, τὸν ἀστεῖον τὰ ἤθη, καὶ ἀγαπητῶς τοῖς ἄλλοις συμπεριφεράμιναν, 

§ 7.) Grant remarks on this section— Aristotle angues bere that 
we cannot attribute morality to the Deity without falling into mere 
anthropomorphism ; but it might be replied that there is the same 
difficulty in conceiving of God as engaged in philosophic thomght 
« « « If it is conceded that the life of God is only amalageur to that 
of the philosopher, we might then ask, why not also analogous to 
the life of the good man?’ With this criticism which amounts, as 
I understand it, to saying that Aristotle’s notion of God is not 
anthropomorphic enough, it is instructive to compare the criticism 
of Plotinus—that Aristotle errs in attributing νόησις to the First 

7 Principle : ᾿Αριστοτέλην δὲ χωριστὸν μὲν τὸ πρῶτον woh νυητάν, νοεῖν δὲ 
αὐτὸ ἑαυτὸ λέγων πάλιν ad οὐ τὸ πρῶτον ποιεῖ (p. 490), for the First 
Principle is ἐπέκεινα νοῦ (p. 541). 

ν. 18, ὑπομένοντα !] It seems better simply to accept this bad anacola- 
thon than to suppose a lacuna after d@pedour—unless indeed we 
follow Bywater’s suggestion (Con/rib. p, 69) and read ἀλλὰ τὰν 
ἀνδρείον ὑπιομένοντοι τὰ φοβερὰ καὶ κινδυνεύοντορ ὅτε καλόν; 

Ὁ, 15, αἱ δὲ edppores] ΤῸ LY, the only authority quoted by Suseminl 
for al, may be added Cambr. All other MSS. apparently read εἰς 


᾿ δὲ 
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μικρὰ καὶ ἀνάξια θεῶν] Muretus (nar, ded, vii. 22, cited by Zell) 1178 b.17- 
quotes Οἷς, de nat. ἄρον. iii. τ 28 a passage modelled on this 
section—Jam Justitia, quae suum cuique distribuit, quid pertinet 
ad deos? hominum socictas et communitas, ut vos dicitis, 
jostitiam procreavit. Temperantia autem constat ex praetermit- 
tendis voluptatibus corporis, cui si locus in coelo est, est etiam 
voluptatibus: nam fortis deus intelligi qui potest? in dolore? an in 
labore? an in periculo? quorum deum nihil attingit. 


ποῦ ποιεῖν) ‘vide quam procul abesse jubcatur dei creatoris υ, 21. 
imago” (Ramsauer). 


ὥστε ἡ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐνέργεια, . . θεωρητικὴ ἂν εἴη} Seo Mel. A. ἢν 


8 8. καὶ εὐδαιμονεῖν] Ramsaucr's conjecture καὶ τὸ εὐδαιμονεῖν is v.30, 
supported by NC, which reads τό, 


οὐ κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς ἀλλὰ κατὰ τὴν θεωρίαν" αὕτη γὰρ καϑ' αὐτὴν 
τιμία} Θεωρία is rlse/f εὐδαιμονία : it is not ἃ means which produces 
εὐδαιμονία, ἃ8 the doctor produces health. For the meaning of ryla, 
see Δ΄. ΝΟ 12. 


8 0.1 With this section begins a discussion of the relation of # ». 38. 

derive einuepia 10 εὐδαιμονία. ‘The discussion is not confined strictly 
‘to the relation of τὰ ἐκτός to the εὐδαιμονέα of the θεωρητικὸς βίος, It 
is suggested that ra ἐκτός are not nearly so important for the «Sa 
povia of the πρακτικὸν βίου as ἦν vulgarly supposed; and we are 
allowed to infer α fortior? that their influence in the θεωρητικὸν Bios 
(so far as that βίος can be distinguished as a separate career in the 
city) is very small. 


εὐδοιμονήσοντα . . . 8. 2 μακάριον I think that these two words 1170 a. 1. 
are used here with exactly the same meaning. 


αὕταρκες οὐδ᾽ ἡ πρᾶξις] This is the reading of ΚΡ, Ald., and BY.» % 
‘All other authorities recorded, so far as I know (Susemihl gives Τὶ, 
1» Mich. Eph., Heliod., Aret., ΜΡ, 0, and I can add B®, BY, Paris, 
1853, CCC, NC, Cambr.) interpolate οὐδ᾽ «plow between atrapeee 
and οὐδ᾽ ἡ πρᾶξιν, It has been conjectured that «plow represents 
χρῆσιε. Coraes adopts χρῆσιν in his text. Mich. Eph. has—ot8' § 
xplowe τουτέστιν οὐδὲ τὴν αὐτάρκειαν δεῖ «κρίνειν ἐκ rie τῶν χρημάτων. 
ὑπερβολῆς, 1 cannot attach much weight to the mere circumstance 


1170 a. 3. 
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that’ K omits the words; 1 believe that they represent something 
original in the text. 


ΕΟ. τοσαῦθ μέτρια. 


5.9. 611. Σόλων] See the conversation between Solon and Croesus 


καθ, 


Herod. i, 30-32, especially ch. 30, where Solon says that Tells 
the Athenian was the happiest man he had ever known. Tellus 
was well-off, he lived to see his children’s children, and he died 
gloriously In battle, and his countrymen erected a monument to 
him where he fell, 

πεπραγότας δὲ τὰ κάλλισθ᾽] K> omits τά: so also do Cambr., 
NC, and Paris, 1853—thus, apparently, making πεπρογότας in- 
transitive. ‘The intransitive use of mémpaya, according to Veitch 
(Greek Verbs) is found in Pindar, Euripides, and Plato: but the 
intransitive use of πέπραχα is late. Accordingly NC—the only MS, 
which supports Spengel’s conj. πεπραχότας, $0 far ak I know—can 
hardly be right with mempoxéras δὲ κάλλιστα. 

ὡς ᾧετο] om. NC, Paris. 1853. Bywater has an important sug- 
gestion here (Con/rid. p, 69)—'I incline to think that we should 
revert to the Kb Τ' reading, mempaydras δὲ κάλλιστ᾽ Gero, and ander- 
stand ᾧετο in the sense of “he thought" or “ meant,” so as to mark 
ἃ certain distinction between the actual words (ἴσως, 
and what they meant by implication. Compare Ἐς ἘΞ 1215 bit 
for a similar use of Gero.” 

σωφρόνως] Mich. Eph, has—eine δὲ σωφρόνωε ἀνεὶ τοῦ κατὰ mivar 
ζῶντα rie ἀρετάς. 

"αναξαγόρας] Of EWE. i. 4.1215 Ὁ. 6 ᾿Αναξαγόραν μὲν ἃ Ελαζομένας 
ἐρωτηθεὶς ris ὁ εὐδαιμονέστατον, " οὐθείε, εἶπεν, "ἂν σὺ νομέζειψ aX 
Aromos ἅν τίς σοι φανείη" τοῦτον δ' ἀπεερίνατο τὸν τρόπον δεῖνος, ὁρῶν πᾶν; 
ἐρόμενον ἀδύνατον ὑπολαμβάνοντα μὴ μέγαν ὄντα καὶ καλὸν fh πλούσιον ταύτης 
τυγχάνειν τῇς προσηγορίας, αὐτὸς 8 ἴσων Gero τὸν ζῶντα ἀλύπως καὶ καθαρῶς, 
πρὸς τὸ δίκαιον τινος θεωρίας κοινωνοῦντα θείας, τοῦτον ὡς ἄνθρωπον εἰπεῖν, 
μακάριον εἶναι. 

§12.] The opinions of men like Anaxagoras and Solon are pre- 
ably true; but we must verify them by direct reference to the facts 
of human life, as given in our own experience ; if) they do not agree 
with these facts, they may be set down as mere - 

ἃ, 22. ‘ 
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$13.] Rameauer suggests that this section has been added by 1170 a. 23, 


another hand. 1 think that the suggestion is well worth making. 
‘The section has no connexion with what immediately precedes; 
and the view which it seems to favour of a personal relation between 
the gods and men is hardly what we expect from a writer who has 
described the godhead as in § 7. We scem to have to do with a 
Platonising Aristotelian, rather than with Aristotle. Mich, Eph. has 
caught the ring of the section in his commentary—Arodhidie (2 ¢. dv 
φιλεῖ ὁ θεόν Mich. Eph.) ἄρα 6 aopse εἰ γὰρ ἡμεῖε φιλοῦμεν rove 
ἀγοπῶντας τοὺς ἡμῶν παῖδας ἢ συγγινεῖε, πῶς οὐ δεῖ τὸν πανάγαθον θεὸν 
φιλεῖν τοὺς ἀγαπῶντας τὸ συγγενὲς αὐτῷ ; 


CHAPTER IX, 
Axoumext, 


We have now completed our Theory of Lifer but have wwe fulfilled the 
intention of this Treatise? No: this és a practical Treatlie, and cannot slop 
short with a mere Theory of the Good Life, but must indicate how we can be 
made good men. 

Uf the mere Statement of Theory were im itself enough fo make mes good, then 
indeed Theory would have a right to all those "great foes? that Theognis spoake 
about: but the truth ἐν that Theory, though it may have some ged practical 
influence on generous youths, and may help ἐρ place naturel nobitity of dis 
position in the safe heeping of Virtue, ἐν gowertess ἐν incite the ordinary man 
towards the highest goodness: he abrtains from exit, not from respect for what 
ἐπ good, but from foar of punishment: he lives ax passion dictates, following his 
own learures and avoiding the pains oppoved ἐσ them: he has no conception of 
the good and of that which brings reat pleasure, for he has wever tasted it, 
What Theory could trensforns such a uattere? 

Taree agencies whereby men become good are commonly recognised Nature, 
Habit, Teaching. 

Natural endowment plainly dses not depend on ourselves: ἐξ longa by the 
operation of divine causes to those who are truly fortunate. 

Theory and Teaching ave mot efective untess the hearer’s mind has been pre- 
peared beforehand, by a course of habits, ἐν like and dislibe aright, as a field must 
‘tilled for the seed, 

This preparation—beginning from the earliest years, resulting in the 
formation of ἃ oot moral charccter—care scarcely be carried on except by the 
State, We must accordingly have Laws regulating the education and conduct 
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of the younp—per, and of adults 100, throupheat the soibsle conerse af their lives 
—for the majority of men de what is right, mot becawse it te right, det becomoe 
they are constrained to de it, Law—expressing the Practical Reason of the 
community, has that power te constrain ebedicrce which me faiber—me inatividead 

man, who ἐν net an absolute monarch, postesses. 

Ondy im the Spartan Sfmt a he te np 
‘attention te the murture and habitr of the citicenr: poset Stoter παρέα these 
matters entirely, and allow each man to rule Ms wife amd children ax he 
Plesses, like a Cysiops. 

Where the State megleets ite duty, i would seem to be tucumbent ow (Me 
fudividuat to do what he can for the morat education of hic aw children orel 
Sricmds. He will succeed bert if he herve made hinmself capable of legisiatseg— 
Uf he can educate his ewn chiliven by wnveriater Laws as the written laws of the 
State, did they exist, woud edweate alt the citizens. 

This syuem of paternal education, though only secgnil-best, ἐν met withoat iis 
feculiar advantages: it has the basis of παεωναΐ affection im the children ἀν 
‘auild upon, and it cam suit iteelf ts the special need of ἐπιδεναιάιια care, “Test 
spectal neces may indeed be wect, in a tay, by mertly empirical knevalodge 
but if they are to Ν matt ihe right wip, they ext ba met by ἃ knowledge of 
gencral principla—the father must, os we have ssid, make Aimsclf capable of 
egivlating. 

"How, then, ἐν 8 man to make himself capable of legislating? Cam the prac 

tical politicians teach Mim? It would appear κοί, The political art ix met Nhe 
the other arts, which are tanght by those who practive them. These wks profes 
0 track the political art are the Sophists, who do not practise the art > amd these 
whe practise the art rely on duack and personal experience—the steret af their 
success they do net attempt to explain ins speaches or books, and cannot communi 
cate (0 their sons or friends—they surely would do se, if they cowbd, Only tie 
seems plain—that experience has not α litsle to do with their smccess—Jor we xe 
that these who (ive én political sesvoundings beconse politicians. 

Experience, then, is clearly necessary, 65 wall ar theory, ἀφ ome whe προϑά 
become capable of 

As for the professed teachers of the poittical art—the Sophists, they ere far 
from being teachers of it: they do mot know even what it is, or what it ἐγ com 
cernad πάτα. Af they knerw, they reould met identify ἐξ sith Rhetoric or even 
flace it bemeath Rhetoric ; and they would met think that it ta eaty te legivhate 
by making a collection of famous laws, avd selecting the dest of them—at if the 
selection did not need intellivence—as if all did met depend on deciding rightly | 
Who, we would ask, ts the intelligent judge of the product of any art—ef a 
murical composition, or ἃ painting? The experienced musician or 
Now, laws are the products of the political art. Haw, them, dx oma ἐν ὅσα 
capable of kegislating—capable of deciding which are the best lara —avithowt == 
perience? Collections of constitutions are lide collections of medical esser—wse 
des to thove who have not pot the discerning faculty whick cones from the 
experience of practice: to thove who have such experience they are likely to be 
very μερὶ, 

Our predecessors, then, Aaoing Left the subject of Legislation uncramiaed, we 
Perhaps ought wow ourselves to consider it—and with it the whole sabject of tha 
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severnmcnt of the State—that our Philosophy of Mon may be made as complete 
as mie com make it. 

First then let us try to recount what ἐν geod ὧν the warieus statements of our 
prodecesiars: thon, looking at the collected Constitutions tet us try to se what 
things freseroe end whet destroy States and Constitutions, ond what are the 
causes of good and bat government. When we have seen these causes, te shall 
δε better able to see clearly what sort of Constitution is the best, and how eack 
Constitution may be best ordered, and what laws and cuctoms it is beat for it 19 


ust. 
Let ss then begin. 


Introductory Note] The Ethics may be said to end with 
chapter 8. The present chapter introduces the subject of the 
Politics. %n the Ethics the theory of life has been set forth. But 
the object of the Treatise was not simply to supply a theory, A 
theory of life, which is only a theory—which we cannot see our way 
to realising at all—is not worth setting forth, even as a theory. 
At ἴδ not interesting, to say the least. The theory set forth in the 
Ecthfes has all along awakened interest, because we have seen that 
it is set forth in order to be applied in practice ; but the Treatise, 
8.5 ἃ practical manual, would be incomplete, unless it ended by in- 
dicating more precisely, to those concerned with moral education, 
for whose use it is intended, fow the theory may be applied in 
practice—how human beings, constituted as they are, may be got 
to act up to the principles which have been shown in theory to be 
the true principles of conduct, We accordingly find the Zvhics 
ending with a chapter which indicates (for details we must go to 
the Politics) the lines on which practical effect may be given to the 
theory of life which has been set forth, 

‘The gist of the chapter is this:—It is vain to begin by preaching 
the true theory. The hearers must be first prepared to hear. The 
moral nature must be trained; and direct appeals to the under- 
standing cannot train the moral nature, Nor can home influences 
—at least, unaided. They have not sufficient force. Νόμος alone 
is strong enough to enforce the dictates of reason. Hence it is 
νόμον Which those interested in carrying out the true theory into 
practice must try to enlist in thelr service. It is not by the ill- 
directed and feeble agency of individuals, but only by the institutions 
of the State, that citizens can be trained to live up to the true theory 
of conduct. Let us, then, try to embody the true theory in’ Legis~ 
lation. This has not hitherto been done effectively, 
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‘The circumstance that this chapter, written so entirely in the 
spirit of the First Book (see especially , WV. i. 2), follows immedi- 
ately on the discussion of the θεωρητικὸν ioe ἐξ very significant, 
showing that Aristotle docs not regard his doctrine of the supremacy 
οἵ the ϑεωρητικὸε Bios as in any way inconsistent with his doctrine of 
πολετικῆ a8 the ἀρχιτεκτονικὴ ἐπεστήμη. 


11700. 88, $1, περί τε τούτων] So Susemihl and Bywater, with LY, Ob 


IS 


CCC, NC, BY, BY, Β΄. Bekker reads περὶ τούτων with K®, Mb 
With regard to the list given here of subjects which have beta 
discussed in the Eves, see note on x. 6. τὶ 


4.34, τοῖς réwois] This is the only instance, apparently, in Aristotle of 
the plural = τύπῳ, or ὧς ἐν rimp: see Encken, ader den Sprackg. 
des Arist, (die Pracpositéonen) p. 26, 


B38. § 3. ἢ εἴ mug ἄλλως ἀγαϑοὶ γινόμεθα] Mich. Eph. bas—l μὲν ἀπὸ 
τῆν τῶν ἀρετῶν χρήσεων γινόμεθα ἀγαϑοὶ χρηστέον αὐταῖς" εἰ δέ τωα ἄλλον 
τρόπον, ἐκεῖνον (ητητέον' πάντωφ δὲ χρηστέον ἐκείνοιε δι' ὧν ἀγαθοὶ ἐσόμεθα ς 
4.5. attention to the rules of health contributes indirectly to 
morality. 


8.9. § 8, οέογνιν] The editors quote οἷ δ᾽ ᾿Ασκληπιάδαιε τοῦτ γ᾽ ἔδωκε 
θεὸς | ἰᾶσθαι κακότητα καὶ ἀτηρὰρ φρέναρ ἀνδρῶν, | πολλοὺς ἂν μισϑοὺε eal 
μεγάλους ἔφερον. Gf. Plato Meno 95 Ἐ, where the last line is 
cited, 


®.8. ἰσχύειν] The construction is—palrovras ἐσχύειν προτρέψασδει robe 
edevdipious. 


b.9, κατοκώχιμον] This is the reading of ΚΡ and Ald. adopted by 
Bekker and Bywater. Susemibl adopts κατακώχῳμον, the reading of 
all other authorities apparently. In Pol. ii, 6 1269 Ὁ, 30 we have 
κατακώχιμοι (apparently in all MSS,), on which see Newman's 
critical note, vol. ii. p. 88. “There seems to be no doubt that mene 
κύχιμος is a corrupt form. Cornes gives the meaning of the phrase 
curontywsor ἐκ vis dperis a8 follows—onuaive 8 οὖν κατὰ λάβιν ἡ adios, 
οὕτω διοθεῖναι ὥστε κατέχεσθαι ἐξ ris dperie, ὧς ἐκ θεοῦ, act οἱονεὶ 
ἐνθουσιᾶν καὶ θεόληπτον γίνεσθαι. 


b.10, καλοκαγαθίαν This word occurs only twice in the 2. Nomhere, 
and in iv. 3. 16, in neither place with the technical meaning which 
it has in the Αἰ Α΄ 1 see notes on ZN. vi. 1, §§ m3 for the 


= 
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connexion of the σευπόε of that passage with the ὅροε τῆε εαλοκσγα- 1178 Ὁ.10.. 
Glas of E, EH. 15 | 


§ 4. αἰδοῖ] See Z.N. iv. 9, where the moral value of αἰδὼν is b. 11. 
discussed. It is a praiseworthy πάθος in the young. 


§ δ. ἀγαπητόν... b. 20 ἀρετῆς] There are so many difficulties Ὁ. 18, 
in the way of acquiring ἀρετή, that we must be satisfied if, with all 
the agencies which produce it at our disposal, we succeed in 
getting some share of it. 


$6, φύσει... ἔθει... διδαχῇ} The identification of τὸ rie φύσεως b, 20. 

Ὁ. 28 with τὸ διά τινας θείας αἰτίαε τοῖν ὧς ἀληϑῶρ σὐτυχέσιν ἐπόρχον. 
‘b, 22 enables us to see that the agencies mentioned here are those 
mentioned in Α΄. ΔΙ ἰ, 9. x ἀπορεῖται πότερόν ἐστι μαθητὸν ἢ ἐθιστὸν 
we ἢ κατά τινα θείαν μοῖραν ἢ καὶ διὰ τύχην παραγίνεται--- ΠΟΤΕ see 
notes, It was not necessary of course for the argument of i. 9 to 
contrast μάθησις and ἐθισμόρ a8 moral agencies; both together, as 
involving human effort, were contrasted with non-human agencies 
τ θεός and τύχην, 


διά τινας θείας αἰτίας τοῖς ὡς ἀληθῶς εὐτυχέσιν ὑπάρχει] See FE, b. 22. 
H.14,and Mf. ΔΓ. ii. 8, where εὐτυχία is discussed—{1) as the gift of 
God, and (2) as the result of natural endowment—ptor. The 
writers refuse to make the gods the authors of the so-called 
εὐτυχία of the undeserving, and prefer to consider the εὐτυχήν as 
one who has a happy natural endowment or instinct (described, 
however, as rh dv ἡμῖν ϑεῖον EE. 1248 a. 27), which prompts him 
to do the right thing: thus the writer of the Af, Af. says (1207 a. 36) 
- ὁ γὰρ εὐτυχὴν ἔστιν ὁ ἄνευ λόγον ἔχων ὁρμὴν πρὸν rayabli, κοὶ τούτων 
ἐπιτυγχάνων, τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστὶ φύσεων ἐν γὰρ τῇ ψυχῇ ἔνεστιν τῇ φύσει 
τοιοῦτον ᾧ ὁρμῶμεν ἀλόγως πρὸς ἃ ἂν εὖ ἔχωμεν, Cf, the suggestion 
thrown out in the Meno 99 E ἀρετὴ ἂν «ly οὔτε φύσει οὔτε διδακτόν, 
ἀλλὰ ϑεῖᾳ μοῖρᾳ παραγιγνομένῃ ἄνεν νοῦ οἷς ἂν παραγίγνηται, 

‘The statement b. 2: rd μὲν οὖν τῆν φύσεων δῆλον ὧν οὐκ ἐφ' ἡμῖν 
ὑπάρχει must be taken with this qualification—that it is one of the 
recognised duties of the νομοϑέτης, uccording to Aristotle, to see 
that a bad φύσιν docs not grow up in the citizens by the multipli- 
cation of the diseased and the weak. It is within the power of 
the νομοθέτης, as it is within the power of the breeder of domestic 
‘animals, to improve the breed. 


12379 5.98. 


5.37. 
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ὁ δὲ λόγος κτλ]ῦ On the uselessness of supplying theory to 
those whose moral natures have not been trained, see i. 3, δῇ 5-1 
On τὸ καλῶς χαΐρειν καὶ μισεῖν Ὁ, 25, see ii, 3. 8 and x. 1. T. 

ὥσπερ γῆν thy θρέψουσαν τὸ σπέρμα] Comes quotes Hippocrates 
Νόμου ᾧ 4---ἢ μὲν γὰρ φύσιε ἡμέων δεοῖον ἡ χώργ' τὰ δὲ δόγματα τῶν. 
διδασκόντων ὁκοῖον τὰ σπέρματα' ἡ δὲ ποιδομαϑίη τὸ κατ᾽ ὥρην αὑτὰ πεσεῖν 
4s τὴν ἄρουραν, 


$7. ad] ἄν 18 the reading of most MSS., but K* has ad. 


ν.35, ὅλως 77] CCC and NC have ὅλωι δέ, ‘The Paraphrast may have 


5.30. 


read ὅλως γάρ: he has δῆλον γὰρ de οὗ λόγῳ δύνστει τὸ πάθον ὑπεέεειν 
ἀλλὰ Big rat. 


§ 8. οἰκεῖον] Cy. the οἰκεῖος ἀκροατής of 4. 3. 6. Aristotle is 
perhaps not thinking here so much of the Jes εὐγενές (x. 9. 3) 
which ἔθον, or habituation, presupposes, a8 of the ὅδον formed 
by habituation, without which the pupil cannot derive solid 
from λόγοι, or an appeal to his σύνεσις (cf ovrely § 7, δ, 27). 


ἐκ wou... Ὁ, 32 véois] Here Aristotle comes to the point. 
‘The really potent influence in moral training is that exerted by the 
rules, written and unwritten, and the institutions of the State as 2 
whole, It is these, then, that we must reform, if we wish to 
improve the morality of the people. 


U60%1 9, οὐχ ἱκανόν... 8. 4 βίον] ‘In a spirit the very 


‘opposite of 
this remark,’ says Grant, ‘Pericles is reported (Thucyd. it. 37) 10 
have boasted of the freedom enjoyed by the Athenians from all 
vexatious interference with the daily conduct of individuals... On 
the one hand Thucydides praised the free system of Athens; on 
the other hand Aristotle praised the organised and educational 
system of Sparta; see below § 13, and of AVA. i, 13. 3, and note, 
He was probably led into this political mistake, partly by the state 
of society in Athens itself, partly by the influence of Plato, from 
whom he imbibed one of the essential ideas of communism,— 
namely, that the State should arrange as much as possible, instead 
of as little as possible,’ 


αὐτά] ἅττα is an obvious correction (see Susemibl's EZ 
Append, p. 176) if correction is needed. “The αὐτά of the MSS. & 
explained by most editors, as by Cormes—rik ὑπὸ ee ὀρδῆς wpa 
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καὶ ἐπεμελείας προδεδιδαγμένα : but the words καὶ ἐθίζεσθαι, and καὶ περὶ 1180 a. 3. 
ταῦτα, may be thought to refer us to new habits which have to be 
acquired by adults, as distinguished from those which have been 
acquired in youth. I think that αὐτά is so obviously the right word 
after ἐπιτηδεύειν, that we must not make too much of the difficulty 
of connecting it with καὶ ἐθίζεσθαι, or of explaining καὶ περὶ ταῦτα, 
I feel that to write ἅττα (which occurred to me independently) after 
ἐπιτηδεύειν ἴδ to credit Aristotle with a rather weak remark. The 
words § 11 420! οὕτωε ἐν ἐπιτηδεύμωσιν ἐπιεικέσε ζῆν also seem to me 
to be in favour of αὐτά, The Paraph, has—da" ἐπειδὴ καὶ ἀνδρωθέντας, 
ἐπιτηδεύειν δεῖ τὰ καλὰ μαὶ πρὸν ἀρετὴν ἑαντοὺν ἐθίζειν. 


§ 10. at μάλιστ᾽ ἐναντιοῦνται ταῖς ἀγαπωμέναις ἡδοναῖς] Cf. 0.18 

Bentham, Principles of the Praal Code: Past 3 (of punishments), 
ch. 6 (the choice of punishments). ‘Search out... the motives of 
offences, and generally you will recognise the dominant passion of 
the offender, and you may punish him, according to the proverbial 
saying, with the instrument of his sin, Offences of cupidity will be 
best punished by pecuniary fines, when the wealth of the offender 
admits it; offences of insolence, by humiliation; offences of idle= 
ness, by compulsory Jabour, or forced rest.’ 


§ 11. τοῦτα δὲ γίνοιτ᾽ ἄν] The apodosis begins here; on the a. 17. 
construction, see note on |. 1, 4, & bay 


§ 12. 4 μὲν οὖν πατρικὴ πρόσταξις οὐκ ἔχει τὸ ἰσχυρόν] ᾿ Romanus a. 18, 
antiqui temporis aliter judicasset’ (Ramsauer). 


λόγος ὧν dnd τινος φρονήσεως καὶ νοῦ] ΟΣ Pol, itl, τα, 1287 a, 28 we BL 
ὁ μὲν οὖν τὸν νόμον κελεύων ἄρχειν δοκεῖ κελεύειν ἄρχειν τὸν θοὺν καὶ τὸν 

νοῦν μόνου, ὁ 8 ἄνθρωπον κελεύων προστίθησι καὶ θηρίον ἢ τε γὰρ ἔπι- 
ϑυμία τοιοῦτον, καὶ ὁ θυμὸς ἄρχοντας καὶ τοὺ ἀρίστουε ἄνδρας διαφθείρει. 
διόπερ ἅνεν ὀρέξεως νοῦς ὁ νόμος ἐστίν, 


$18. ἐν μόνῃ δὲ τῇ Λακεδαιμονίων πόλει κτλ] Cf Pol. ὁ. 1.824. 
122] ὅ- 31 ἐπαινέσειε δ᾽ ἄν τις κατὰ τοῦτο Λακεδαιμονίουτ" καὶ γὰρ. 
πλείστην ποιοῦνται σπουδὴν περὶ rove παῖδας καὶ κοινῇ τούτην, ancl Jowett's 
note (vol. ii. p. 293)—! Aristotle appeara to praise the Lacedae- 
monians, not for the quality of their education, ... but for the 
circumstance that it was established by law. According to 
Isocrates Panath, 276 ὁ, the Spartans fell so far below the general 
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1180 «. 94. standard of education in Hellas, that they did not even. know their 
letters, ... and according to Plato, or rather according to the 
author of the Platonic Hippias Major (285 C), “mot many of 
them could count.’"* 


0.25. (ἢ) per’ ὀλίγων] The f, inserted by Bywater, is of course logi- 
cally necessary ; at the same time, μόνη per’ ὀλίγων does mot seem 
an ungreck way of saying ‘almost the only.’ The Cretan system 
is mentioned along with the Spartan in Κ᾿ V.i 13. 3, where see 
note, 


2,26. κυκλωπικῶς} Od ix, 1147 
ϑεμιστεῦει δὲ ὅκαστον 
παίδων ὅδ᾽ ἀλόχων, οὐδ' ἀλλήλων ἀλέγουσιν. 


5.80, ὃ 14. κράτιστον μὲν οὖν τὸ γίνεσθαι κοινὴν ἐπιμέλειαν καὶ ὀρδήν] 
because, as we have seen, only the State can enforce obedience, 
and because—this has not been actually mentioned, but is implied 
in the words κοινῇ, νομοθέτην, νόμον---ἶθε education of each individual 
is part of a single system; the individual does not belong to 
himself, so that his education may be conducted with reference only 
to himself. He is a member of the body politic; and it is for 
πολιτική, 28 ἀρχιτευτονικὴ ἐπιστήμη, ἴο see that he is educated for his 
function in the organism to which he belongs: sce Pw, ©. 1. 1337 
ἃ. 21 ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἐν τὸ τέλον τῇ πόλει πάσῃ, φανερὸν ὅτι καὶ τὴν παιδείαν play 
καὶ τὴν αὐτὴν ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι πάντων καὶ ταύτης τὴν ἐπεμδλειαν εἶναι ποινὴν, 
καὶ μὴ κατ᾽ ἰδίαν, ὃν τρόπον ἕκαστος νῦν ἐπιμελεῖται τῶν αἴποῦ τύανων ἐδίῳ 
re καὶ μόθησιν ilar, ἣν ἂν δόξῃ, διδάσκων. Bei γὰρ τῶν κοινῶν ance 
ποιεῖσθαι καὶ τὴν ἄσκησιν. ἅμα δὲ οὐδὲ χρὴ νομίζειν αὐτὸν αὐτοῦ τινὰς 
εἶναι τῶν πολιτῶν, ἀλλὸ πάντας τῆς πόλεων, μόριον γὰρ ὅκασνον τς Sheu 
ἡ δ᾽ ἐπιμέλεια πέφυκεν ἑκάστου μορίον βλέπειν πρὸς τὴν νοῦ ὅλου 
ἀπιμέλειαν. 


= 30, καὶ δρᾶν αὐτὸ δύνασθαι) Grant translates—‘and that it should 
have power to effect the object in question’: Stahr transiates— 
‘und dass diese die Kraft habe, sich Gelung zu verschaffen” The 
words are added, like a quoted phrase, with little regard for gram= 
matical connexic Bywater brackets them here a. 30, ἰδὲ cise! 
that they should follow συμβάλλεσθαι a. 32, This 
the merit of bringing the words καὶ δρᾶν αὐτὸ δύνασθαι. pee to 
μᾶλλαν δ᾽ ἂν τοῦτο δύνασθαι δόξειεν, 


ιν | 
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ἑκάστῳ ϑόξειεν ἂν προσήκειν τοῖς σφετέροις τέκνοις καὶ φίλοις εἰς L180 


ἀρετὴν συμβάλλεσθαι] The Paraph. has—rpomjxew ἑκάστῳ δόξειεν ἂν 
τοῖς ἑαυτοῦ τέκνοις καὶ φίλοις εἰς ἀρετὴν βοηθεῖν ἢ βοηθεῖν προθυμεῖσθαι, 
Where the State neglects the education of its citizens, it is incum- 
bent on the private individual to do what he can to help his own 
children and friends to become good. He will succeed best in this 
task, if he brings to it the legislator’s point of view (νομοθετικὸρ γενό- 
μένος a. 33)—if he remembers that he is educating citizens. 


γεγραμμένων κιτλ.} In the passage which begins here, and goes 4. 35. 


down to the end of § 17, b. 28, Aristotle says nothing inconsistent 
with the statement Ὁ, 29 κράτιστον μὲν οὖν τὸ γίνεσθαι κοινὴν ἐπιμέλειαν 
καὶ ὀρθήν, but points out how, in the absence of State-education, 
home-education, conducted from the legislator's point of view, may 
make the most of certain minor advantages which it has—its power 
of appealing to the family affections (§ 14), and its being able to 
suit its system to the special needs of particular cases (§ 15), 
Mich. Eph. misses the point of the passage—{yrqrtor πῶς πρὸ ὀλίγον 
εἰπὼν μηδὲν ἰσχύειν τὰς πατρικὰρ προστάξεις, νῦν φησὶν ἐπίσης τοῖς νόμοις 
καὶ τοῖς ἔθεσιν loxtew καὶ ῥητέον ὅτι περὶ τῶν πολλῶν καὶ μοχϑηρῶς 
ζώντων εἶπεν ἐκεῖ μηδὲν ἰσχύειν ἐνταῦθα δὲ περὶ τῶν καλῶς ἀναγομένων 
τοῦτο λέγει, 


ἤθη] Bywater, following ΚΡ, Lb, ΟΝ, for ὅϑη (ΜῈ) accepted by b. 4. 


Bek. and Sus. I think 49 is right. The reference is to the 
“national character.’ 


οὕτω καὶ ἐν οἰκίαις of πατρικοὶ λόγοι καὶ τὰ ἔθη] not that their 
authority is equal to that of νόμον (sce § 12). Aristotle is making 
‘out as good a case as he can for home-education, as second-best, 
Tt was doubiless his opinion that even with a good system of State- 
education, something is left for home-education to do, 


§15. ὥσπερ ἐπ᾽ ἰατρικῆς] After these words Coraes conjectures b 8. 


καὶ γυμναστικῆς, on account of the example ὅ re πυκτικός which 
follows, 


οὐ πᾶσι τὴν αὐτὴν μάχην περιτίϑησιν] Stahr has an important 5. 10. 


note here. He points out that περιτιθέναι means ‘to put on asa 

garment,’ and suggests μειλίχην (the cestus) for μάχην, 1 do not 

think that this is a happy suggestion; but 1 think that παρατίδησιν, 

which he mentions as preferable to περιτίθησιν if μάχην be retained, 
VOL. He uh 
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1180 8.10. is probably the right reading. Where eepi- and mapa are con- 


Ὁ.17. 


cerned, we need have little hesitation in neglecting MS. authority, 
and giving full weight to internal reasons (see note on vil. 3, 14, 
b. 9). Here παρατίδησιν gives the exact meaning required— the 
doctor does not prescribe the same treatment to all fever patients; 
and the boxing¢master does not put before all pupils, for their 
imitation, the same style of defence and attack.” 


§ 16. καὶ ἀνεπιστήμονα ὄντα] τὸν μὴ τὸ καδύλου εἰδότα (Paraph,), 


8.18. δι᾽ ἐμπειρίαν) The editors quote Met. A. τ, 981 a. 18 ---τρὸ μὲν oly 


b. 80, 


b. 81. 


τὸ πράττειν ἐμπειρία τέχνην οὐδὲν δοκεῖ διωφέρειν, ἀλλὰ «αὶ μᾶλλον ὀπιευγο 
χάνοντας ὁρῶμεν τοὺς ἐμπείρους τῶν ἄνευ τῆς ἐμπειρίας λόγον ἐχόντων. 
αἴτιον δ᾽ ὅτι ἡ μὲν ἐμπειρία τῶν καδ' ἕκαστόν ἐστι γνῶσιε, ἡ δὲ τέχνῃ τῶν 
καθόλον, αἱ δὲ πράξειν «αὶ αἱ γενέσεις πᾶσαι περὶ τὸ nal ἕεαστάν dow ob 
γὰρ ἄνθρωπον ὑγιόζει ὁ ἰατρεύων͵ πλὴν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ κατὰ σνμβεβ κίας, DA 
Καλλίαν ἢ Σωκράτῃ ἢ τῶν ἄλλων τινὰ τῶν οὕτω λεγομένων, ᾧ συμβῆβιμεν. 
ἀνθρώπῳ εἶναι, ἐὰν οὖν ἄνευ τῆς ἐμπειρίαν ἔχῃ τις τὸν λόγον; καὶ τὸ μὲν 
καθόλον γνωρίζῃ, τὸ δ᾽ ἐν τούτῳ καθ᾽ ἕκαστον ἀγνοῇ, πολλάεις διαμαρνῆς 
σεται τῆς δεραπείατ' Bepareuriv γὰρ τὸ end ἕκαστον, ἄλλ᾽ ὅμως τό yf 
εἰδέναι καὶ τὸ ἐπαΐειν τῇ τέχνῃ τῆς ἐμπειρίας ὑπάρχειν οἱόμεθα μᾶλλον, καὶ 
σοφωτέρους rods τεχνίταρ τῶν ἐμπείρων ὑπολαμβάνομεν, ὡς κατὸ wi εἰδόναι 
μᾶλλον ἀκολουθοῦσαν τὴν σοφίαν πᾶσιν" τοῦτο δέ, ὅτε οἱ μὲν τὴν αἰτίαν 
ἴσασιν, οἱ δ᾽ οὔ, οἱ μὲν γὰρ ἔμπειροι τὸ ὅτι μὲν ἴσοσι, διότε δ' φὰς Toure” 
οἱ δὲ τὸ διότι καὶ τὴν αἰτίαν γνωρίζουσιν, 


$17. τάχα δὲ καί] τάχα δ᾽ ἂν κοί is the reading of τι, EY, Ald, 
Ὁ», CCC, Cambr., NC: τάχα δὲ καί, of ΚΡ, M>, accepted by Bekker and 
Bywater, I incline to τάχα δὴ καί read by Susemihl after Ramsauer. 


$15. παρὰ τῶν πολιτικῶν ; μόριον γὰρ ἐδόκει τῆς πολιτικῆς εἶναι 
Sce vi. 8, 2 rie δὲ περὶ πόλιν ἢ μὲν ἄς ἀρχιτατωμεὴ φρώησιε pape 
Berni. 

ἢ οὐχ ὅμοιον κιτλ} The editors note that Aristotle is indebted 
here (§§ 18, 19) τὸ Plato, Meno or A100 C, where it ἐς shown 
that if the sophists cannot teach ἀρετή, neither can statesmen them- 
selves, otherwise they would try to teach their own soma. ΟἿΣ also 
Protag. 319 Ὁ, Ἐς 320 A,B. Aristotle's view, we know, is thar 
ἃ father may, as νομοθετικός, teach his son ἀρετή : it is assumed that, 
if νομοδετικόε, he will be able to do $0; but the question formally 
proposed at the beginning of § 18 πόθεν ἢ mir sopoBerucbe γίνοσ᾽ de 


zl 
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tte; ἧς not distinctly answered here. Indeed, Aristotle seems to 1180 b. 33. 
forget, in the heat of his attack on the sophists, that this question 

is before him. The only approach to an answer is (§ 21) that, to 

people with political experience, the study of codes and contti- 

tutions may be profitable. 


οἷον ἰατροὶ γραφεῖς] So Susemihl and Bywater following ΜΡ, rp, 84. 
(so also NC and B*. Bekker reads οἷον larpo! καὶ ypoddis, because 
Kb and Lb (also CCC and Cambr.) give ἰατρικοὶ γραφεῖε. 


δυνάμει τινὶ... καὶ ἐμπειρίᾳ μᾶλλον ἢ διανοίᾳ] Plato says 115] α. ἃ. 
Meno 99 B, C—a μὴ ἐπιστῆμῳ, εὐδοξίᾳ δὴ τὸ λοιπὸν γίγνεται, ἧ οἱ mode 
τικοὶ ἄνδρες χρώμενοι τὰς πόλεις ὀρθοῦσιν οὐδὲν διαφερόντως ἔχοντερ πρὸς 
τὸ φρονεῖν ἣ οἱ χρησμῳδοΐ τε καὶ οἱ θεομάντειε. 


καΐτοι κάλλιον ἦν ἴσως ἢ λόγους ϑικονικούς τε καὶ δημηγορικούς] ἃ. 4. 
The Paraph. seems to have caught the force of κάλλιον here— 
μῆζον γὰρ ἂν ἣν αὐτοῖς εἰς φιλοτιμίαν τοιούτουε συντιθέναι λάγουε ἢ 
δικανικούε τε καὶ δημηγορικούς, Ambition would urge them to pro- 
duce such treatises rather than speeches in the law courts and 
assembly; if they do not produce them, it is because they cannot : 
just as they do not teach their sons, because they cannot. 


810. οὐ μὴν μικρόν ye ἔοικεν ἢ ἐμπειρία συμβάλλεσθαι] The arta 8. 
of statesmanship cannot be formally taught; but this does not 
mean that it is incommunicable. It can be picked up informally, by 
those who live constantly in political surroundings: this shows 
how much ‘experience’ has 10 do with its acquirement. We may 
safely conclude that any one who wishes to become νομοδετικύν 
must have ‘experience’ in addition 10 (προσδεῖν a. 12) ‘ theory! 
Aristotle seems here practically to agree with Anytus, in the Afexo 
92 E-93 A, who says that the young Athenian acquires the ἀρετῇ 
of an Athenian citizen by associating with the καλοὶ κἀγαθοί of 
Athens, his elders: see the Paraph.—qureplv τοίνυν, εἴπερ ἐδύναντο, 
διδάσκειν τὰ πολιτικά, ὅτι καὶ ἐβουλήθησαν ἄν, καὶ ἐδίδασκον" ἐπεὶ δὲ οὗ 
φαίνονται διδάσκοντες, φανερὸν ὅτι οὔτε ἐδύναντο διδώσκειν, οὔτε αὐτοὶ 
λόγῳ τινὶ τὰ πολιτικὰ ποιοῦσιν ἢ ἐπιστήμῃ ἀλλὰ ἐμπειρίᾳ" καὶ γὰρ ob 
μικρὸν ἡ ἐμπειρία πρὸς τὸ πράττειν συμβάλλεται" γίνονται γὰρ διὰ τῆς 
πολιτικῆς συνηθείαε μᾶλλον πολιτικοί. Διὰ τοῦτο τοῖς ἐφιεμένοις περὶ τῆν 
συλαυῆε εἰδώτω, καὶ ἐμπειρίοε robs χρεία καὶ συνηδείαα, 


ᾧ 20. ὅλως ydp ... ἃ. τῷ ἐτίθεσαν] See note ᾿. 9, §§ 5-7, ἃ. 47, 0n 6. 14. 
the position of ῥητυρική, 


aha 
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1181 αν. 1δ. νομοθετῆσαι συναγαγόντι τοὺς εὐδοκιμοῦντας τῶν νόμων] Spengel 
(on Réei. 1399 ὃ. 9) thinks that Isocrates {περὶ ἀντιδόσεωε, 82, 83) 
fg alluded to Βοτο---ἐπειδὴ δ' ὀντοῦθα προιληλύθαμεν Gove ant role 
λόγους τοὺς εἰρημένους καὶ τοὺς νόμους τοὺς κειμένους ἀνοριθμήτουν «bras, 
καὶ τῶν μὲν νόμων ἐπαινεῖσθαι τοὺς ἀρχαιοτάτονε, τῶν δὲ λόγων roby καινο- 
τάτονε, οὐκέτι τῆς αὐτῆς διανοίας ἔργον ἐστίν, ἀλλὰ τοῖς μὲν τοῦς νόμουε 
τιθέναι προαιρουμένοις προὔργου γέγονε τὸ πλῆϑοε τῶν κειμένων, οὐδὲν γὰρ 
αὐτοὺς 80 ζητεῖν ἑτέρου», ἀλλὰ τοὺς παρὰ τοῖς ἄλλοις εὐδοκιμοῦνταε πεῖραν, 
θῆναι συναγαγεῖν,  fpdioe Sore ἂν οὖν βουληθεὶς ποιήσειε, τοῖς δὲ περὶ 
τοὺς Adyour πραγματενομένοις διὰ τὸ προκατειλῆφθαι τὰ πλεῖστα τοῦναντέον 
συμβέβηκε" Aéyouree μὲν γὰρ ταὐτὸ τοῖν πρύνερον εἰρημένοις ἀναισχυντεῖν 
καὶ ληρεῖν δόξουσι, καινὰ δὲ ζητοῦντες ἐπιπόνως εὑρήσουσιν. Much that 
ig interesting and suggestive with regard to the personal relations 
between Aristotle and Isocrates will be found in Teichmiiller's 
Literarische Fehden im wierten Jahrh. vor Ch. Dritter Abschnitt: 
Fehde des Isocrates gegen Aristoteles und Plato. For a vigorous 
attack on the ‘sophists, however, see Tsocrates κατὰ τῶν rogers. 
Grant has a good note here— Aristotle's account of the sophists’ 
method of teaching politics is precisely analogous to his account 
of the way in which they taught dialectic. He here speaks of their 
taking a shallow view of politics and making It an inferior branch 
of rhetoric; and he adds that they adopted a superficial eclecticism, 
making collections of laws without touching upon the principles 
from which legislation must depend. ‘They thus imparted mere 
results, which to those who are uninstructed in principles are 
wholly useless, In the same way (Saph. Elench. 34. 183 b. 38 899) 
he says that they gave various specimens of argument to be learnt 
by heart, and that this was no more use than if a person who 
undertook to teach shoemaking were to provide bis pupils with an 
assortment of shoes’ ‘The method of the modern ‘crammer* 
could not be better described than it is at the end of the Som, BL 


5. 17. ὥσπερ οὐδὲ τὴν ἐκλογὴν οὖσαν) acc, abs. 


8.31. τοῖς 8 ἀπείροις ἀγαπητόν κιτλ] The ἄπειροι here, so far as they 
are capable of passing a correct judgment on the general result, tnay 
be compared with the ‘amateurs’ mentioned in of. iii. rx. 12820, 
1 8qq- quoted (vol. i. p. 36) in note on πεπαιδευμένου Lg. 4, δ. 55. 
Or perhaps the Spartans of Pol, Θ, 4. 1339 Ὁ. ἃ may be thought a 
closer parallel—Somep οἱ Adewver; ἐκεῖνοι γὰρ «ὦ μανθάνοντεν Suse 
δύνανται κρίνειν ὀρθῶς, ὡς φασί, τὰ χρηστὰ καὶ τὰ μὴ χρηστὰ τῶν μελῶν, 


Δὲ 


BOOK X: CHAP. 9: §§ 20, 21. 469 


At any rate, the point is that only persons practically acquainted 2182 a. 21, 
with the conditions of a given city can select the right laws for it. 


οἱ δὲ νόμοι τῆς πολιτικῆς ἔργοις ἐοίκασιν] Good laws are pro- 5. 23. 
duced by those who know the art of πολιτική in its highest branch— 
γομοθετεκή, How, then, can the mere study of these products make 
νομοθετικύς one Who is ex Ayp. not yet νομοθετικόε ἢ It can no more 
do so, than listening to good music can make one a composer— 
or reading the ‘ Lancet,’ a doctor. 

‘Tie πολινικῆφ is the reading only of Ke, All other authorities 
seem to have τοῖς woheseis—except indeed NC, which has τῆς 
πολιτικοῖε., 


ᾧ 31. οὐ γὰρ φαίνονται ... b. 5 ἕξεις] Grant has a good note Ὁ. 3. 
here, in which he says that συγγράμματα (frequently mistranslated 
“prescriptions ἢ are perhaps ' reports of cases” or monographs on 
particular diseases. 


ταῦτα δὲ τοῖς μὲν ἐμπείροι ὠφέλιμα εἶναι δοκεῖ] See note on b. δ. 


i 3. 7, ἃ, το, 


ἴσως οὖν καὶ τῶν νόμων καὶ τῶν πολιτειῶν αἱ συναγωγαί, «. Ὁ, 9 Ὁ. δ. 
εὔχρηστ᾽ ἂν εἴη] See Riel. i, 4. 1360 ἃ, 30. χρήσιμον δὲ πρὸς τὰς voyo- 
ϑεαίας τὸ μὴ μόνον ἐποΐοιν rie πολιτεία συμφέρει ἐκ τῶν παρεληλυθότων 
θεωροῦντι, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὰρ παρὰ τοῖν ἄλλοις εἰδέναι, οἱ ποῖαι τοῖς ποίοις 
ὁρμόττουσιν. ὥστε δῆλον ὅτι πρὸν μὲν τὴν νομοθεσίαν οἱ τῆν γῆς περίοδοι 
χρήσιμοι" ἐντεῦθεν γὰρ λοβεῖν ἔστιν role τῶν ἐθνῶν νόμουε, πρὸς δὲ τὰν 
πολιτικὰς συμβουλὰς τὸς τῶν περὶ τὸς πράξεις γροφόντων ἱστορίαν" ἅπαντα 
δὲ ταῦτα πολιτικῆς ἄλλ᾽ οὐ ῥητορικῆς ἔργον ἐστίν, 


ἄνευ ἕξεως] By ids here we are to understand the trained eye b. 0. 
which comes from long familiarity with a subject—ta γὰρ τὸ ἔχειν 
de τῆε ἐμπειρίαν ὄμμα ὁρῶσιν ὀρθῶς (vi, τα. 6). 

εἰ μὴ ἄρα αὐτόματον] Cf Philemon (Meineke Fragm. Com. vol, b. 1. 
iv. p. 34}:--ἤκουσα τούτων αὐτός, οὐδὲ φύεται | αὐτόματον ἀνθρώποισιν, ὦ 
βέλτιστε, νοῦς | ὥσπερ ἐν ἀγρῷ θύμοτ' ἐκ δὲ τοῦ λέγειν τε καὶ | ἑτέρων 
ἀκούειν καὶ θεωρῆσαι... | κατὰ μικρὸν ἀεὶ, φασί, φύονται φρένεν. 


εὐσυνετώτεροι δ᾽ εἰς ταῦτα κιτιλι] εὐσυνετώτεροι δέ ig contrasted 

with τὸ μὲν κρίνειν καλῶν Ὁ, το. Those who have not the critical 

ie which comes only from familiarity with the actualities of 
uh3 
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1181, 11. political life cannot be trusted to arrive at sound practical decisions 


58. 


select 

the compendia, although perhaps their study of these compendia 
may sharpen their intelligence for political questions. 
merely literary study of politics cannot give a man practical 
insight (τὸ κρίνειν eadse), although it may give him a power of 
superficial appreciation (eioweaic), T think that it ἐξ necessary 
thus to distinguish between τὸ μὲν κρίνειν καλῶς and εὐσυνετώτερον 
δέ here, although in vi, 10 εὐσυνεσία is simply the faculty rod «pirew 
καλῶς. 


regarding the laws and institutions which it is best to from 
‘The 


§§ 22, 23.) These sections, evidently added to connect the Ethics 
with the Podiiics, fall under the frima facie suspicion which 
attaches to all auch connecting-passages in the Aristotelian 
writings. 

As was pointed out in the Jnfrodwctory Note to this chapter, 
the theory of life set forth in the AvArcr, is set forth as one which 
can and must be realised in practice. The Politics, as describing 
in detail the way in which the theory of the Eificr may be 
realised, thus logically follows the Zvhicr in Aristotle's system. 
But we do not know what was the chronological order in which 
the two treatises were composed, The references in the Politier 
to the £vhies, as to a work already in existence, count for Mtde 
or nothing: they are probably duc to later editors, But the 
question of the order in which the two treatises were written — 
a question which perhaps cannot be settled—is mot before us 
here. If the Poittics were written after the Εὐδέα, they were 
evidently not written as a mere continuation, starting from the 
λέγωμεν οὖν ἀρξάμενοι, with which the EMies now end. The 
Politics begin (in much the same way as the Evhice) as an 
independent work. The first book of the Poditcr has nothing 
to do with the list of subjects given here in WV. x. 9. 23. 
According to this list the Polfies ought rather to begin with 
the second book (see Susemihl: Arrstoleles’ Politit grtech. ει, ἀπαιτεῖ, 
vol i. p. 72). If Aristotle having written, in whatever order, the 
Ethics and Politics a8 separate treatises, afterwards collected his 
works into a corpus, he might, of course, add a passage to 
connect the two treatises, It is indeed highly improbable that 
he ever collected and arranged his works; but if he did, would 
he have written a connecting-passage like this? With the Repullie 
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‘in existence—not to mention the Zews'—could he have said 1161 6,13, 


παραλιπόντων οὖν τῶν προτέρων ἀνερεύνητον τὸ περὶ τῆε vouobeoies? 
Aristoile, 1 feel sure, could not have said this; whereas the 
exaggeration would be natural from the pen of an editor in 
later times anxious to present his Philosopher as the creator 
of a great self-contained system. A small point may be noticed 
in passing — it would not perhaps be worth noticing unless 
suspicion attached otherwise to the passage—the word ἀνερεύνητον, 
is drag εἴρημ. in the Aristotelian writings. Another (perhaps 
smaller) point noticed by Ramsauer, is that the phrase 4 περὶ τὰ 
ἀνθρώπεια (Byw., ἀνθρώπινα Bek. Sus.) Φιλοσοφία does not occur 
in the EvAics or Politics, 

The commentators point out that § 23 is a διαγραφή, or rough 
table of the contents of the Polificr (omitting the contents of 
Pol. i), according to the traditional arrangement of Books, ‘Thus 

πρῶτον μὲν Ὁ, 15 = ii, 

εἶτα Ὁ. 17 iti-vi. 

εωρηθέντων Ὁ, 20 = vii, vill, 
The epitome of the Pofitics in Stob. Zet. 2. 6, 17—ascribed to 
Didymus, the instructor of the Emperor Augustus—seems to follow 
the traditional order of the Books, at any rate, it puts Books vil 
and viii at the end. For this epitome, see Mullach Fragm. Phil. 
vol. ii, τοῦ, 101, and Newman's Pofitics, vol. ii, p. xvile 

The circumstance that a Aaeypapi of the contents of the Pobisics 
is given here (2 ΔΙ x. 9. 23) is, I think, against the genuineness of 


1 Teichmiiller (Zit, Felden, pp» 187 1qq,) founds om the words Ὁ, 13 παρᾶ- 
λιπόντων οὖν τῶν σρυτέρων ἀνερεύνηνον γὺ περὶ τῆν νομοθεσίαϑ, the conclusion 
that the £.V; wero published before the Zaws, He thinks that the £ep. is 
hot περὶ νομοθεσίας. I cannot agree: and the words b. 14. καὶ ὅλωφ δὴ περὲ 
πολιτείαν seem τὸ me to ignore the Hep, instend, as Telchmiller argues (p. 188), 
of recognising it. 

4 Teichmuller (Lie. Fehden, p. 188 note) makes a very ingenfous use of 
this circumstance in the intorest of his theory referred to ia the footnote above— 
*Ramsaner sagt: δἰ ἀνερεύνητον vocabulum apud Aristotelem me legere omnino 
on memini,” [ch meine nun, dase Aristoteles, da er mit den of πρότεροι 
grade den Plato meinte (Le, the Avp., as distinguished from the ws yet un: 

shed Zazws), absichtlick einen Platonischen ctwas gesuchten und prctiéisen 
Auidruck wihlte, um damit ironisch auf Plato's ticfe Forschung anzuapiclen, 
denen Gesetze erwartet wurden, aber noch immer nicht erschienen wares 
(Vergl. Platon. Hipplas, p. 298 C), Bel Aristotcles kommt das Wort, wie 
itcens Index zeigt, sonst nicht vor; dagegen ist es Heraclitisch und 
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sib. 12. the passage, An editor, it seems to me, would be much more 


likely than Aristotle to give us a διαγραφή of this kind, 

‘The last point to notice is be 17 ἐκ γῶν συνηγμένων πελιτειῶν", 
Grant, following other commentators, understands these words to 
refer to the now lost collection, known in antiquily a8 οἱ πολιτεῖοι, 
and ascribed to Aristotle, containing, it would appear, descriptions 
of 158 Constitutions, Hellenic and non-Hellenic—see Berlin 
Asistotle, p. 1535 34. for fragments. Rose (de Arist. dibr, ord. εἰ 
auctor. pp. 51, 58) brings forward, as it scems to me, conclusive 
reasons for refusing to ascribe this collection to Aristotle. If, then, 
the reference in ἐκ τῶν συνηγμένων πολιτειῶν is (as Grant and others 
suppose) to this collection, we haye an additional ground for 
considering the passage before us to be non-Arigtotelian. In the 
Politics Aristotle never refers to a collection of πολεγεῖαι as haying 
been made by himself—in the Politics, if anywhere, he would be 
likely to do so, if such a collection bad existed; and in the 
present chapter (Z.2V.x. 9) his tone towards af συναγωγαὶ rer 
πολιτειῶν (1181 Ὁ, 7) is not that of a man who had himself hid 
a trap for the unwary by making ἃ συναγωγή, On the other 
hand, if the συνηγμέναι πολιτεῖαι mentioned here (§ 23) are merely 
the πολιτεῖαι instanced and discussed in Pol, ili-vi, them it must 
be said that these πολιτεῖαι are not accurately described as "αὶ 
collection of πολιτεῖαι ᾿---συνηγμέναι πολιτεῖαι, The writer of this 
section seems somchow or other to have connected in his tind 
the πολιτεῖαι instanced in Poi. iii-vi with the collection known 
to him as ‘the πολιτεῖαι of Aristotle’ He probably supposed that 
Aristotle used that collection as a book of reference when be wrote 
the Politics, 

I agree, then, with Susemihl (sce Aristoteles' Politik griech, αν 
deutsch, νοὶ, i. p. 7 8qq- Einleitung) that §§ 22, 23 ought to be 
bracketed. 


* This paragraph was written before the publication of the ᾿ΑΦηναίων 
πολιτεία, and is printed without alteration. 
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